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Abstract 
Segregation and integration are interrelated and has been object of different case studies, especially 
in the USA. In Europe immigration and related problems are still rather new and geographers have 
started to pay attention to those nowadays often publicly discussed topics. The connection between 
segregated neighborhoods as they are formed in cities across European cities and the integration of 
the immigrants living there is the topic of this report. The social housing project Mjølnerparken, 
which is located in the disadvantaged neighborhood Nørrebro in Copenhagen, shows the highest 
percentage of minority groups in the city. High rates of unemployment as well as lower health status, 
crime and further social problems are issues the residents have to deal with. This report is focusing on 
the integration of Mjølnerparken’s residents into the Danish society and asks if they have 
disadvantages in the integration process because they live in this area. To answer this question we 
conducted an interview with the municipality of Copenhagen and did a survey among the residents in 
Mjølnerparken. Results show that people in Mjølnerparken are less functional integrated than 
residents of other areas in terms of employment and home-ownership, while half of the people asked 
during the survey feel relatively integrated and half experience the feeling of a lack of integration. 
Nevertheless, the vast majority of residents in  Mjølnerparken feel like their settlement in this 
housing project has no influence on their level of integration and most of them really like to live in 
that area, mainly due to strong social networks.  
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1. Introduction 
Problems related to immigration and integration are still rather new in Western Europe: 
“Immigrants, ex-colonials, refugees, asylum seekers, and labor migrants began arriving in Europe in 
substantial numbers only during the second half of the twentieth century” (GLIKMAN/SEMJONOV 2012, 
p. 198), whereas North America already experienced living with ethnic minorities for a longer time. 
Therefore European countries and within them especially the cities as preferred areas of settlement 
for immigrants, are still trying to deal with the aftermath of the immigration waves. Different 
strategies have been developed to emasculate especially the negative impacts of the massive 
immigration and to turn the new diversity into something positive. The arrival of people with all kind 
of different backgrounds in European societies has led to a variety of changes in those countries’ 
economic, cultural and religious structures, but also in the development of the cities, which is 
especially interesting for urban geographers. New urban problems and development challenges 
confronted city planners all over the EU. Especially the rise of neighborhoods with higher percentage 
of crime, unemployment and poverty, from the preceding development in the USA known as 
‘ghettos’, although the development in Europe is not yet that far as to apply the same term. The 
general public prefers to discuss about those negative aspects of immigration, whereas there are 
also a number of positive sides to it: The chances for society to use this new diversity needs to be 
more focused on. Companies, school, and society in general: Everyone can learn something from the 
new variety. 
Due to the arrival of that many new people with different ethnical, cultural and religious 
backgrounds questions concerning those people’s integration into the receiving society raised. 
Immigrants are confronted with a different culture including other values and practices, different 
systems regarding education, jobs and state, a new language and so on. Questions like ‘How much 
integration is enough?’ or ‘How much can we expect the arriving immigrants to integrate?’ have 
been raised and all kind of different answers has been given. While some people see immigrants as a 
real threat to their own country in terms of their culture, religion, economy as well as in the post 
9/11-climate in the case of Muslims also as a threat to national security, others enjoy the new 
diversity and want to learn and improve from it. In the question how immigrants are perceived in 
the new country, stereotypes and prejudice that lead to discrimination as well as state policies play 
an important role. Policies literally describe how the state sees their new inhabitants and what it 
expects of them: Citizenship, civil rights and welfare are some key terms in this context. 
An interesting area of research in connection with the before mentioned issues is the connection 
between segregated areas within cities and integration. In those often ethnically segregated areas 
the influence if the majority culture is limited and people raised questions regarding the possibility 
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of a positive integration process in those neighborhoods. Chinese people in New York’s Chinatown, 
for example, can live their lives in the USA almost as if they were still in China (YUAN 1963, p. 255f): 
They have no real need to learn English, because everyone around them speaks a Chinese dialect, 
they can find jobs within their neighborhood and live their among their family and friends, who are 
also Chinese and therefore share the same sights and values. Are those people integrated into the 
American society? They manage their lives very well and most surely are not especially unhappy 
about their situation. But they probably do not know much about the society and country that 
surrounds them. Mainly because there is no real need for it.  
The problem area of this project is therefore surrounding several issues concerning segregation 
and integration in European cities. The classical theory of assimilation, for example, states that 
newly arriving immigrants move away from underprivileged inner-city reception areas as soon as 
they acculturate and experience socio-economic mobility (GLIKMAN/SEMJONOV 2012, p. 200f). This 
theory somehow implies that people in those reception areas are not very well integrated, because 
those who assimilate move on to other neighborhoods. Of course it is extremely difficult to measure 
people’s level of integration. Much quantitative research with specific data has been done, but 
mainly covers aspects of functional integration like employment and education. Qualitative research 
can give a better insight in how people really feel, but here also the level of subjective integration 
and satisfaction with the immigration process may be higher than it actually is as a result of low 
expectations and no chances to compare. We would therefore like to have a look at the integration 
of people living in segregated areas with a high level of ethnic minorities.  
Our main research question is: Are people living in highly segregated neighborhoods less 
integrated into the receiving society than people living in more mixed areas? Other questions 
concerning this research are: Do people living in highly segregated neighborhoods feel less 
integrated into the receiving society than people living in more mixed areas? Is the city aware of 
problems which come into being through segregated neighborhoods and doing something about it? 
Our hypothesis in this project is: Immigrants living in a segregated neighborhood like Mjølnerparken 
are less integrated into the receiving society then immigrants living in more mixed neighborhoods 
due to their isolation from the majority culture. To investigate in this area we choose the housing 
project Mjølnerparken in Copenhagen, because it represents a highly segregated area with above 
80% of ethnic minorities. Therefore our research question is formulated as the following: Does 
spatial segregation lead to a lack of integration for the inhabitants of the housing project 
Mjølnerparken in the City of Copenhagen? We want to distinguish between their subjective 
integration – Do they feel integrated? – and their functional integration: Do they have jobs? How is 
the level of education? Do they have the Danish citizenship? We also want to know how they feel 
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about Mjølnerparken, what they like and dislike about this area of Nørrebro, as well as if the feel like 
they are disadvantaged in the integration process because they live there. Additionally we want to 
see the side of the City of Copenhagen as well, by interviewing the municipality and getting an 
overview of their future plans for Mjølnerparken and the work they do to integrate immigrants in 
Copenhagen.  
After this introduction to our topic we will give an insight into the theories which form the 
fundamental background of our research. After segregation and integration theories are presented 
and fundamental term defined we will present the methods we used and explain why we selected 
them ahead of others. In the fourth chapter we present the different policies in Denmark and 
specifically in Copenhagen, which are important for our project and give general background 
information on Mjølnerparken. The fifth chapter presents the results from our own research, which 
includes an interview and a survey, which are then being analyzed in the sixth chapter. In chapter 7 
we discuss the methods and then finish the report with a conclusion. 
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2. Theory 
The following chapter presents the theoretical background on which the further research concerning 
integration in Mjølnerparken is based. In the first section terms like integration and segregation are 
defined and different related concepts explained. The different models and theories of segregation 
are the focus of the second section followed by theories about the connection of segregation and 
integration. The role of the state within the segregation process is played special attention to in 
Chapter 2.2.4. 
2.1 Definitions 
Especially the term integration is very complex with multiple meanings (PHILLIPS 2010; MURDIE/GHOSH 
2010) and is therefore explained in detail in the chapter below. Since questions of immigration and 
segregation are often related to identity, this concept is explained as well, followed by a short 
definition of segregation and related terms. 
2.1.1 Integration 
There is no single definition of the term integration (MURDIE/GHOSH 2010, p. 295), and its general 
meaning often remains unclear. “Integration can be viewed as both a process and an outcome, as an 
individual and a group phenomenon, as a dichotomous category or a ‘range of adaptions’ and as a 
‘one-way’ process or a series of negotiated interactions between new immigrants and the receiving 
society” (MURDIE/GHOSH 2010, p. 296). The European Commission “conceptualizes integration as a 
two-way process, whereby minority groups and the majority population participate in the process of 
change on an equal footing” (PHILLIPS 2010, p. 211), but it is generally expected, “that most of the 
adaption will be undertaken by the minority ethnic population” (ibid). 
Immigration can furthermore be divided into different levels of integration such as 
functional or civic integration. MURDIE and GHOSH (2010) explain functional integration as short term 
concerns such as housing, language, education and employment (p. 296), whereas civic integration is 
related to longer-term issues such as citizenship and civic participation (ibid.). Two other special 
areas of the functional integration they distinguish are labor market integration, which includes the 
immigrants educational achievement, occupational status, unemployment and income, and housing 
integration, which includes home-ownership, persons per household, housing condition and the 
proportion of income spent on the shelter (ibid.). The latter plays a major role in many case studies 
on integration, because integration is often related to housing and settlement and the conditions 
and patterns are important indicators (PHILLIPS 2010, p. 210). Nevertheless “measures such as 
income and home-ownership are important, albeit incomplete, indicators of successful functional 
integration” (MURDIE/GHOSH 2010, p. 301). Linguistic integration as a part of the functional 
integration is of course very important as well, but there are no “readily available measures of this 
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dimension” (MURDIE/GHOSH 2010, p. 301). DEBORAH PHILLIPS (2010) is also talking about “different 
socio-economic, legal, political and cultural dimensions of the integration process” (p. 210) and 
argues that especially the concept of the social integration “incorporates some troubling questions” 
(ibid.). Another form or meaning of integration that is often used is the concept of subjective 
integration: “Subjective factors include variables such as identification with the new country, 
internalization of its values and norms and satisfaction with the overall immigration and settlement 
process” (MURDIE/GHOSH 2010, p. 296), as well as the ability to express and retain their distinct 
cultural identity (ibid. p. 307). MURDIE and GHOSH (2010) argue in their case study on Bangladeshis in 
Toronto, that subjective integration – here especially the satisfactions with their life in the new 
country – may “mitigate barriers brought about by relatively low levels of functional integration” (p. 
308). Immigrants, who may be considered poorly integrated referring to one dimension, may be very 
well integrated referring to another dimension. This shows the complexity of this model and the 
need to pay attention to different indicators, as done in the latter research in Mjølnerparken.  
Other words that are used as synonyms or in relation to integration are for example 
acculturation, social mobility, inclusion and assimilation. Acculturation means the acquisition of the 
language and the values of the receiving society, whereas social mobility refers to the improvement 
of one’s economic status. Both are “the primary factors in achieving spatial assimilation” 
(MURDIE/GHOSH 2010, p. 295). According to DEBORAH PHILLIPS, assimilation is “being more commonly 
associated with the one-way process of minority ethnic acculturation and spatial dispersal” (p. 211), 
but is often used as a synonym. Same applies to the term inclusion, which definition is “the action or 
state of including or of being included within a group or structure” (OXFORD DICTIONARY, online) and 
therefore refers only on the process or state of being included, but does not say much about who 
has to make the effort: The ones who exclude or the ones who are excluded. 
“In addition to length of residence in the new country, specific objective and subjective factors 
influence the degree to which immigrant groups integrate into the receiving society” (MURDIE/GHOSH 
2010, p. 296). In this paper integration is measured in different dimensions as explained above: 
functional - including housing and labor market –, civic/social and subjective integration. Civic and 
social integration are here put into one category, which measures the interaction with “others” in 
general. Finally it is to say, that the “question of integration remains under-researched and 
inadequately monitored” (PHILLIPS 2010, p. 222).  
2.1.2 Identity 
Identity plays an important role for immigrants, because they are confronted with the problem of 
finding their “own identity”. On the one hand they have the values and customs of the community 
they were born into (or their parents, if they are second generation immigrants) and on the other 
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hand they are confronted with the values and customs of the receiving community. To differentiate 
the “us” from “them” seems to be a natural human behavior and starting from cartography to more 
recent socio-cultural analyses of difference and ‘otherness’ many studies dealt with this 
phenomenon (VALINS 2003, p. 158). Recently many “old certainties and essentialisms have been 
challenged” (ibid.) and theories of so-called “imagined communities” propose that even the concept 
whole nations are just imagined. Immigrants often experience the feeling of some kind of “in-
betweeness” of their original community and their new lives. It is sometimes not easy for them to 
say if they feel or identify with “Danish”, “Turkish”, “Russian” or any other national identity, but if 
they can, it might be an important factor that shows how much they feel integrated into their new 
community. The concept and meaning of identity is very complex. MURDIE and GOSH also found out, 
that the sense of belonging of the Bangladeshis they researched on, is highly localized (p. 306). 
Immigrants can identify with their neighborhood or city a lot faster than with the new country or 
nation (see also interview), probably because a neighborhood or city does not confront them with as 
many new cultural practices and values as a whole nation. It is a lot easier to feel like a New Yorker, 
Berliner, and Copenhagener than an American, German or Dane. MURDIE and GOSH recognized the 
localized nature of sense of belonging, even at the level of an individual apartment building (p. 308). 
Some neighborhoods for example offer a lot of service according to the majority of their 
inhabitants. In Broughton Park for example, a Jewish neighborhood in Manchester, there are 
“facilities such as a local Jewish advertising newspaper, an ultra-Orthodox telephone directory, a 
residents’ housing association, a community patrol agency and a first-aid and ambulance service” 
(VALINS 2003, p. 166). So the whole neighborhood is perceived as “Jewish”, because “that is where 
Jews live, work and pray” (ibid.). The example shows that also places can have local identity that 
does not have to confirm with its surroundings. The next chapter 3.1.3 will go into more detail with 
this phenomenon.  
2.1.3 Segregation 
Segregation is defined as “a state of sociospatial exclusion and isolation among social groups” 
(SCHNELL/YOAV 2001, p. 622). It can be seen according to many different factors, such as ethnicity, 
race or social status. Racial segregation would therefore be “the residential separation or isolation of 
racial groups” (FARRELL 2008, p. 467), whereby the term “racial” could be exchanged by “ethnic” or 
“social”, although segregation is occurring largely independently of socio-economic factors (VALINS 
2003, p. 160). “Persistent ethnic segregation, for example, is often blamed on the failure of minority 
ethnic groups to adapt to the host country and to mix with people outside their own community” 
(PHILLIPS 2010, p. 211). That this assumption is not always correct will be shown in chapter 2.2. 
Chapter 2.2.2 is going into further detail on how segregation is distributed within a city. Many 
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immigrants are located in poor neighborhoods close to the city center, so called “reception areas”. 
Due to social mobility and the integration process, “both new immigrants and immigrants originally 
located in central-city reception areas may (re)locate to the suburbs, many in the spatial 
concentrations that LI (1998) has conceptualized as ethnoburbs” (MURDIE/GHOSH 2010, p. 296).  
Another important factor to keep in mind is the fact, that there are communities within 
communities (VALINS 2003, p. 167). Most of the times segregation process is viewed on the 
neighborhood level, but to fully “understand neighbourhood segregation, then, one must go further 
than simply examining neighbourhood differences across entire metropolitan areas. One must also 
take into account how meso-level community distinctions factor into metropolitan segregation” 
(FARRELL 2008, p. 468). Usually the overall size of the community in a neighborhood means that 
people inevitably distil down into smaller groups (VALINS 2003, p. 167). Racial distinctions within 
communities are relevant to broader racial inequities “since services and decision-making are often 
organized along jurisdictional lines within metropolitan areas” (FARRELL 2008, p. 468).  
Several methods have been developed to measure segregation. The measurement of 
segregation usually tries to quantify the unequal distribution of social groups across smaller 
geographical units (such as tracts and block-groups) within a larger region such as a metropolitan 
area (FARRELL 2008, p. 468), but “most methodological proposals pay more attention to uneven social 
distribution of the groups in residential spaces and less to their isolation from interethnic 
interactions in everyday life spaces” (SCHNELL/YOAV 2001, p. 622).  
2.2 The Process of Segregation  
Chapter 3.2 is going into further detail with the segregation process, which has already been 
introduced in the previous chapter. First some theories on segregation will be presented and 
discussed, followed by a chapter that focuses on the spatial level of segregation and on how 
segregation within a city usually appears. The third part deals with the minority groups that are 
usually confronted with living in segregated areas and the last chapter deals with the role of the 
state within this process and how policies influence segregation. All in all, this chapter tries to lay 
down the importance of geographical isolation in everyday life. 
2.2.1 Theory on Segregation 
PHILLIPS (2010) is speaking of “the myth of ghetto formation in European cities” (p. 221) and thereby 
indicated, that the segregation process in Europe did not only start much later than in the USA, it 
also shows different flaws and is not as extreme as in US American cities. European “ghettos” and 
American ones cannot be seen as the same, but still there are some neighborhoods in European big 
cities that are perceived as somehow “ghettoish”. The whole discussion about segregation and the 
building of ghettos is of importance, because the place of residence influences daily routines, 
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mediates exposure to crime and disorder, fosters social mobility or imposes spatial, enhances or 
stifles economic aspirations and structures access to educational institutions and labour markets” 
(FARRELL 2008, p. 469). Racial diversity and the existence of segregated units also have implications 
for racial stratification in other realms and residential segregation can therefore block pathways to 
socioeconomic mobility (ibid.).  
It also contributes to a vast racial gap in wealth via parallel and unequal housing markets (ibid.). 
Some racial minorities are constrained to live in areas like the inner cities (see chapter 3.2.2.) where 
jobs are scarce (ibid.). But not only the employment is influenced by the place of residence, 
especially in the US where a public and private school system is applied, educational inequality can 
be seen as perhaps “the most pernicious symptom of racial segregation and this has long been a 
source of concern” (ibid.). FARRELL (2008) concludes: “The continuing separate and unequal nature of 
education is interwined with residential segregation (p. 469). He also claims that residential 
segregation undermines the health and well-being of many minority residents, because “spatial 
concentration of poverty results in the concentration of poverty’s ‘undesirable correlates’: disorder, 
despair and disease. Because pollution, sub-standard housing and other environmental hazards are 
also distributed unequally across residential areas, segregation ensures that disadvantaged minority 
populations will be disproportionately exposed and suffer concomitant health problems (FARRELL 
2008, p. 469).  
As shown, residential segregation is an important component of racial inequality (ibid.) and 
racial discrimination contributes to this cycle of residential segregation (VALINS 2003, p. 160). On the 
other side factors like racial discrimination also lead to the fact that many minority groups 
voluntarily choose to congregate for various reasons: “The desire for separation can come from 
’within’ as well as ‘without’” (VALINS 2003, p. 160f). Usually the dominant often try to exclude others, 
but also minorities may try to attempt to create and defend their own identities and ‘purified 
communities’: “Attempts by groupings to stabilize and ‘fix’ their identities and spaces are no less 
important or, for their everyday lived, ‘real’” (VALINS 2003, p. 161). VALINS (2003) found out, that 
many Jews in XX wish to create a “cultural dominance” in a given territory so as to be able to 
socialize their children without any “negative” influences (p. 161). All this is linked with people’s 
unconscious desires to separate from those imagined different and the importance of many people’s 
desires to classify and to structure their universe (ibid.). 
2.2.2 Segregation in the City 
When immigrants settle down in their ‘homes in exile’ (VALINS 2003, p. 161) certain structures in this 
process can be observed: “Immigrant first concentrate spatially in older, less-expensive housing 
close to the center of the city and, upon improving their economic status, move outwards through 
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increasingly higher-status residential zones, ultimately ending up at the urban periphery” 
(MURDIE/GHOSH 2010, p. 295). Those areas close to the city center are also known as inner-city 
immigrant reception areas (ibid.). MURDIE and GOSH (2010) also use the term invasion-succession for 
this process, because the settlement of immigrants in a certain area (invasion) is usually 
accompanied by the moving out of the original inhabitants (succession) (p. 295).  
Two factors seem to play an important role for immigrants when deciding where to settle 
down: housing prices and racism. “Segregation was reinforced by the perception that many 
neighbourhoods in these cities were out of bounds to them” (PHILLIPS 2010, p. 220). As PHILLIPS (2010) 
points out further: “This racial coding of residential spaces presented a major barrier to social and 
spatial integration in these places” (p. 220). She speaks about the active production of ethnic 
segregation caused by institutional racism as well as racist harassment (ibid.). As already mentioned 
in the previous chapter, a lot of times immigrants freely choose and prefer to settle in ethnic 
segregated areas, because they feel unwelcomed in other parts of the city. The role of the housing 
prices will be further discussed in chapter 2.2.4, but it can already be said, that many times the high 
property prices force a movement of immigrants to certain areas (VALINS 2003, p. 166). Another 
related issue is housing discrimination and as PHILLIPS (2010) found out, there is evidence of 
disadvantage and exclusion for new and settled minority ethnic groups across all EU-15 countries (p. 
221). She puts out many similarities in direct and indirect racist practices that occur in the allocation 
of social housing as well as in the private sector across Europe (p. 222). MURDIE and GOSH (2010) pay 
special attention to two new socio-spatial formations in their research: “(1) the emergence of 
gentrificated neighborhoods and areas of potential gentrification near the downtown core, and (2) 
the development of increasingly diverse ethnic enclaves (clusters of specific ethnic groups with 
associated retail, cultural and institutional functions), especially in the suburbs” (p. 295f), the later 
also called “ethnoburbs” (see chapter 2.1.3).  
It is also important to keep in mind, that “contrary to popular imaginings, the highest levels of 
ethnic segregation in multicultural cities usually occur in the higher-status white neighbourhoods”, 
which is simply viewed as normal (PHILLIPS 2010, p. 222). Nevertheless there is clearly a need to gain 
more knowledge about the strategies minority ethnic groups use to adapt and advance in their 
housing careers, since racially distinct neighborhoods remain a familiar feature of the urban 
landscape (PHILLIPS 2010, p. 222/FARRELL 2008, p. 467). Research on immigrant concentration and 
settlement is due to its earlier and more progressed start in the USA more wide-ranged there and 
the classic interpretation of immigrant concentration in North American cities is based on the 
theoretical and empirical work of the Chicago School of Social Ecology (MURDIE/GHOSH 2010, p. 295). 
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2.2.3 Minority groups 
In the majority of research on segregation a two group framework is applied: Scientists differentiate 
for example between Latino and White, Asian and non-Asian or in the previous generation especially 
Black and White segregation (FARRELL 2008, p. 468). While FARRELL (2008) calls for a ‘multigroup 
conceptional framework’, he also stresses the complexity of the different interactions between 
groups sharing a community (p. 468f). The degree to which different groups share space and 
communities and therefore interests with one another depends largely on who they feel connected 
to. Every cultural group has preferred groups of other cultures they like to interact with (apart from 
their ‘own’). This is mostly related to shared values, customs and ideas. Apart from the majority, also 
every minority group has certain stereotypes about other people, and for all of them ‘stubborn’ 
socio-spatial boundaries and identities remain (VALINS 2003, p. 160). We also need to realize the fact, 
that in the USA the combined population of the 100 largest cities “became ‘majority minority’ for the 
first time in the 1990s as the White population shrank by 2 million and Latino and Asian populations 
grew by 3.8 and 1 million” (FARRELL 2008, p. 468). In Europe the White population is still the majority, 
but this state can be changed as already seen in the US, where the immigration process started a lot 
earlier and stronger. Another aspect that we observed from the US is, that the assumptions, that 
“levels of residential integrations between ‘blacks’ and ‘whites’ would decrease with time, has 
singularly failed to occur” (VALINS 2003, p. 160). 
From several studies we can see that two minorities stand out as particularly disadvantaged: 
Muslim minorities and the Gypsies/travelling people (PHILLIPS 2010, p. 217). Gypsies live in a highly 
marginalized state, are frequently excluded by the mainstream society and are confronted with a 
high amount of stereotypes like dirty, disorderly, promiscuous and exotic (VALINS 2003, p. 160). 
Muslim segregation on the other side is of particular concern especially in a post 9/11-climate 
(PHILLIPS 2010, p. 220f). The global ‘war on terror’ has strengthened fear of ‘home-grown’ terrorism, 
to a large amount also in Europe, where many concerns about a perceived intensification of 
segregation amongst Muslims are raised (ibid.). Muslims are often referred to as ‘isolationists’ in the 
society, people who are leading ‘parallel lives’ and many debates are held nowadays on how to best 
integrate minorities who exhibit religious and cultural differences (ibid.). As PHILLIPS (2010) found out 
during her research, some Muslim families would in fact like to live in more integrated 
neighborhoods, but they usually perceive ‘white areas’ as unwelcoming or even hostile (p. 221). 
Many choices about moving are connected with fears of racist harassment, which might be imagined 
or real (PHILIPS 2010, p. 220). PHILIPS (2010) also points out two problems concerning researching this 
topic: On the one hand data on religious as opposed to ethnic groups is very limited and on the 
other hand there is a lot less qualitative research concerning minority ethnic group segregation and 
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the process of integration than quantitative, which does not give a very deep inside most of the 
times (p. 220/222). 
2.2.4 The Role of the State and Politics  
As already mentioned is immigration a more recent phenomenon in European countries 
(MURDIE/GHOSH 2010, p. 294) and “minority ethnic settlement and integration have become more 
prominent questions on political and policy agendas across Europe in recent years (PHILLIPS 2010, p. 
209). One of the most alarming topics discussed is the inclusion of perceived ‘outsiders’ into the 
nation-state, as well as questions on citizenship rights and national belonging (ibid.). The connection 
between where the immigrants settle down and their integration into the nation is also of high 
interested for the policy arena and therefore consequences of settlement patterns for the wider 
integration of new and established migrant groups have long been debated there (PHILLIPS 2010, p. 
210). As a conclusion many countries have implemented settlement dispersal programs (ibid.). On 
the agenda on social inclusion of the European Commission are two Race Equality Directives and 
furthermore ‘A Common Agenda for Integration’ has been worked out (ibid.). This shall make sure 
that all member-states share a coherent and integral approach to integration (ibid.). Most of the 
member-states have policies, which shall promote social mixing in neighborhoods and minimize 
harassment and avoidance, but PHILLIPS (2010) criticizes the lack of agreed criteria for evaluation the 
effectiveness of social interventions (p. 211). Another problem is that the integration of minority 
ethnic groups into the housing market and therefore their ability to have access to affordable but 
good and safe accommodation as well as to neighborhood services, tends to be in focus than their 
social integration (ibid.). The overall goal that is set by many countries is to achieve a residential 
mixing between ethnic groups, but with this questions of how to measure successful housing 
integration comes up. PHILLIPS (2010) points out, that ‘reported satisfaction’ is not very reliable due 
to low expectations and the lack of alternatives by immigrants (p. 211f). 
Another important point to note is that there are different interpretations of integration 
across the 15 EU member-states, as well as “different levels of state control over the migrant 
settlement process and strategies for inclusion” (PHILLIPS 2010, p. 212). The Danish policies on 
immigration will be further laid down in chapter 4.1. In this context also the question of social rights 
and the opportunity to get citizenship plays an important role, especially in the immigrant’s national 
identity and therefore sense of belonging (ibid.). PHILLIPS (2010) states the example of Germany and 
Austria, who “restrict the political and social rights of migrants and their descendants, effectively 
casting them as ‘outsiders’” (p. 212). She furthermore did cross-national comparisons which in the 
end showed three broad discourses on integration with different housing policy implications. 
Denmark, as well as the majority of the EU-states, frames integration as minority ethnic assimilation 
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and spatial dispersal. Many countries use policies that try to promote ethnic desegregation through 
housing segregation, but this often minimizes the choice of housing for the ethnic minority groups 
(ibid.). Most countries have planned settlement programs especially for asylum-seekers and refuges, 
which present them with few possibilities about where to settle (PHILLIPS 2010, p. 214). Those 
programs are “designed to ‘control’ the entry of the newcomers into the receiving country” (ibid.). 
Furthermore people might be confronted with indirect discrimination in the allocation of social 
housing through the administration of waiting list, which also exists in Denmark (PHILLIPS 2010, p. 
217). The different policies that are used by the member-states also “reflect the way in which 
different nation-states view their new citizens, in terms of both rights and responsibilities” (PHILLIPS 
2010, p. 213): Many Northern European countries, for example, grant increasingly more social rights 
like welfare benefits to their migrants, but also continue to exert stringent controls over immigration 
and new migrant settlements (PHILLIPS 2010, p. 214). 
Throughout many nations raise anxieties “over the apparent failure of state-sponsored 
‘multiculturalism’ to produce a harmonious and integrated society” (ibid.), so that all EU-15 
countries show a strengthened sensitivity to the challenges of social and spatial inclusion in times of 
increasing international migration (ibid.). These results in a range of policies that try to improve the 
housing circumstances and to manage the settlement of new immigrants in order to better integrate 
them (ibid.). PHILLIPS (2010) reminds that many minority ethnic neighborhoods are portrayed as 
‘problem areas’ deserving of policy attention and so most interventions “are often publicly justified 
in terms of high levels of social deprivation, poverty and exclusion, the presence of culturally 
exclusive populations that seem disinterested in integration, and the threat of civil disorder” (p.221). 
To which level is governmental intervention useful in the integration process and which policies 
really do make a difference is an important question in this context, but is out of bounds to answer 
within this work. Many programs aimed to improve housing conditions through “social housing 
investment, housing benefits, the regulation of housing providers and the promotion of social mixing 
between ethnic groups” (PHILLIPS 2010, p. 215). Here PHILLIPS (2012) raises the question of what is an 
‘appropriate’ level of social mixing. (p. 216). At some point people might object to further mixing in 
their local area which will stall the government’s intervention in residential integration processes 
(PHILLIPS 2010, p. 216). Many counties also have plans to renew poor areas in which high numbers of 
minority ethnic households live, probably due to the assumption that urban renewal is going to help 
relieve tensions between ethnic groups and to reduce wider social exclusion (PHILLIPS 2010, p. 217). 
As also PHILLIPS (2010) states, those plans might be a good start, but they do not make cultural and 
economic process that contribute to minority ethnic exclusion disappear (p.218).  
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All in all it is difficult to find just the right solution to how the government can help integrate 
immigrants and many different ways can be found throughout Europe, out of which success and 
failure we can learn for the future. According to PHILLIPS (2010) “the ‘appropriate’ solution appears to 
be one of the minimal social and spatial mixing” (p. 218) and especially community development 
strategies that include the local people seem to be of great value (p. 221). 
2.3 Connection between Segregation and Integration 
“New migrants generally find themselves in the most socially excluded and segregated housing 
positions” (PHILLIPS 2010, p. 214) and “there is clear evidence that minority ethnic groups experience 
disproportionately high levels of housing disadvantage relative to the general population in all 15 EU 
member-states” (PHILLIPS 2010, p. 216f). As the chapters before already outlined, immigrants in 
Western countries are confronted with multiple segregation, as well as integration issues. This 
chapter now tries to draw the line from segregation to integration and show more deeply how both 
topics are interrelated. “The presence of central-city ethnic enclaves and new forms of suburban 
enclaves raises the question of whether these ethnic concentrations inhibit integration. The 
underlying premise is that immigrant settlement patterns mirror numerous complex social 
processes, one of which is exclusion from the receiving society” (MURDIE/GHOSH 2010, p. 297). 
Furthermore it is assumed that immigrants who move outwards from those immigrant reception 
areas will continue adapting to the life in the new country and assimilate (MURDIE/GHOSH 2010, p. 
295). As MURDIE and GOSH (2010) found out that immigrants who are satisfied with their initial 
settlement process seem to show higher levels of subjective integration and help to overcome 
barriers promoted by a low level of functional integration (p. 305). Many of their respondents 
mentioned how ‘lucky’ they were to have ‘a place of their own’ when they were living in highly 
ethnic segregated neighborhoods, surrounded by many people from their own home country. 
Furthermore those social networks of people from the same background may help to acquire a job 
and finding a flat and new friends (ibid.). It turns out that many of those segregated minority groups 
often chose to live there instead of being ‘forced’ (MURDIE/GHOSH 2010, p. 307).  
Nevertheless the feeling of being unwelcomed in other areas or the lack of options might 
still make it a somewhat ‘forced choice’. MURDIE and GOSH here also conclude that living in those 
segregated neighborhoods prevented the inhabitants of developing “a full sense of identity with 
their new country or city, nor have they successfully achieved functional integration” (p. 307). VALINS 
(2003) also showed that Orthodox Jews in Broughton Park live lives that revolve almost entirely 
around the Jewish people and their way of life, preventing them from getting outside input (p. 169). 
The final conclusion of MURDIE and GOSH’s study in Victoria Park in Toronto is nevertheless that 
spatial concentration does not automatically mean a lack of integration, but it does have an 
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influence in some spheres more than in others (p. 308). PHILLIPS (2010) adds: “The link between 
residential segregation and social integration, and its implications for equality, national identity and 
belonging, is unclear. It is not easy to ‘read off’ levels of social integration from the extent of ethnic 
residential segregation” (p. 221), because residents may well mix with other ethnic groups in other 
spheres, e.g. work, education, socially etc. (ibid.). “The role of the place of residence as an indicator 
of ethnic integration, sense of national identity and citizenship is changing” (ibid.).  
The link between residential segregation and integration is, however, unclear. Minority ethnic 
segregation, particularly in poorer areas, may well be a sign of social exclusion and discrimination, 
but it may equally reflect informed choices related to a sense of identity and belonging to a 
particular neighborhood or group (PHILLIPS 2010, p. 212). 
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3. Methodology 
This section consists of the choices that were made in various aspects in order to attain the 
information felt necessary for this report. It will provide an insight into the decisions behind 
the types of research methods that were chosen, the selection of interviewees or 
candidates as well as the guide for the interviews. 
3.1 Research Methods 
Among the many available methods, we looked at these two main approaches; qualitative 
method and quantitative method. According to ABAWI (2008), the goal of the qualitative 
method is to “study things in their natural setting” which would require the researcher to 
examine and interpret information and patterns of relationship that exist within the given 
research issue. Quantitative research on the other hand, attempts to provide a more 
objective take on the research topic with a more inquiry process. Hence, we felt that this 
method may limit the depth of information provided by the candidates as compared to a 
qualitative approach which would give a richer and more in-depth data (ABAWI 2008). 
BRYMAN (1984) also postulates that a qualitative research may stimulate new leads and 
possibility of research that quantitative approaches would most likely miss, stating that a 
“qualitative research is inherently exploratory” and the “researcher embarks on a voyage of 
discovery rather than one of verification” (p. 84). However, although the close involvement 
of a qualitative researcher may yield a richer result, this may also obscure or hinder the 
objectivity of the data gathered, which quantitative approaches will avoid. 
 JICK (1979) suggested that both qualitative and quantitative methods should not be 
seen as mutually exclusive but rather complimentary (p. 602). This provides the option for 
cross validation where data or variance acquired can be ensured that it is of the trait and 
not the method. This is known as the “between-method” where it involves two different 
methods which is part of the “Triangulation” method which was broadly defined by DENZIN 
as “the combination of methodologies in the study of the same phenomenon” (cited in JICK 
1979, p. 602). BRYMAN (1984) also agrees with the validation of the triangulation method by 
stating that a better overall view of reality can be achieved by allowing the researcher to 
check the probable peculiarities (p. 86). Nonetheless, triangulation also has its shortcomings 
as it would require a large amount of time to arrange the available data and hence, affecting 
its effective uses (JICK 1979, p. 610). Trend as well, argued that the extent to which a neat, 
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clear dovetailing is as easy as certain authors made it to appear is highly suspicious (BRYMAN 
1984, p. 87). 
 While deciding on the approaches to use, we have concluded that both quantitative 
and qualitative approaches were best suited for the project. However, due to the limited 
time available, these methods are mutually exclusive as they are targeted towards different 
types of interviewees and is therefore, not able to be triangulated. A focus group interview 
was also suggested as part of our interviewing process. However, this option was opted 
against as this method runs the risk of “peer pressure” or “peer influence” (FERN 1982, p. 2) 
as well as the possibility that certain interviewees may fear that conflicting ideas may 
jeopardise the relationships with their neighbours. For this project, we believe that an 
honest individual’s opinion is more important as empirical data as compared to a shared 
opinion or thought. In addition, it is also easier to go in-depth with personal interviews as 
compared to focus groups. 
3.2 Choice of Informants 
During the planning process of the project, the types of empirical data that were to be 
collected had to be decided. We realised the importance of the choice of informants as to 
provide the best representation and different views on the matter regarding 
Mjølnerparken’s integration issue; we had to gather opinions from the major players. The 
major players as we concluded would be those that has the most or a very significant 
influence on Mjølnerparken; the Municipality of Copenhagen, the Mjølnerparken 
neighbourhood association or the developers, and the residents of Mjølnerparken 
themselves. 
 We chose a specific neighbourhood, Mjølnerparken, as our case study. This is due to 
the segregation of the neighbourhood caused by its geographical location away from the 
Copenhagen city centre, in addition to the stigmatisation arguably caused by the media, or 
at least what we aim to discover. As the city’s municipality plays a huge role when it comes 
to geographical integration, we arranged an interview with the Copenhagen Municipality 
and were directed to the Employment and Integration Administration (Beskæftigelses og 
Integrationsforvaltningen). The aim of the interview was to gather as much relevant data 
regarding the municipality’s actions towards integrating Mjølnerparken and its residents 
into Copenhagen and the Danish society, as well as the urgency level to resolve the situation 
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of the problem area. In addition, further personal opinions of the interviewee were also 
questioned, which would be described further in the following parts of this report. 
 Mjølnerparken, during the time of planning and writing this report, were undergoing 
a major change. Lejerbo, a housing development company, was in charge of this physical 
redevelopment master plan of the neighbourhood. This physical renovation of the area, in 
addition to create better housing and security, is intended to create a better coherence with 
the rest of the city (LEJERBO n.d.). Several requests to arrange an interview were sent out to 
both Lejerbo’s personnel and the Mjølnerparken neighbourhood association. Our requests 
however were turned down by Lejerbo; with the reason of being too time constraint with 
the execution of the redevelopment plan, and there were no replies from the 
neighbourhood association; as we assumed for the same reason as the former. As such, 
there were no interviews conducted with either party on this matter. 
 When it came to deciding the data collection method to be used on the residents of 
Mjølnerparken, we took into consideration two main factors; the representation of the 
general majority that will be attained and the limited time available on this project. Due to 
these reasons, we have decided on conducting a sample survey as WARWICK and LININGER 
(cited in BRYMAN 1984, p. 81) stated that it is an appropriate and suitable means of gathering 
quantitative data. We also believed that the time needed to carry out and interpret the 
survey results would be quicker as compared to arranging multiple interviews with selected 
residents.  
3.3 Guides 
We created an interview guide to conduct the interview as well as a questionnaire for the 
survey. How those are created is explained in the following chapter. 
3.3.1  Interview Guide 
An interview guide was created after we arranged the interview with an employee of the 
Employment and Integration Administration. The intention of creating the guide was for it 
to provide a structure for the interview. It also served as a tool during the interview for us, 
the interviewers, as well as the interviewee to ensure the session was on track. The 
interview was more of a research interview according to WENGRAF (2001) whereby it shapes 
a lot around a question and answer format to get an understanding of ‘reality’ better (p. 3). 
However, as this was an anthropological research rather than a scientific or physical one, we 
18 
 
found it a necessity that the interview was to be semi-structured as the results are entirely 
subjective and not fixed. The interview was designed in a manner that the opening 
questions were intended to cover the background and set the frame for the course of the 
interview, which would then get into focus the question-area of the research; Are the 
residents of Mjølnerparken less integrated due to spatial segregation?.  
 Given the right circumstances, WENGRAF (2005) suggested that semi structured 
interviews are capable of providing results with greater depth than fully structured 
interviews (p. 5). In setting up the interview, we also had to make certain that any sort of 
bias was kept to a minimal, or if possible avoided completely. We notified our interviewee 
of our intentions for the interview with a focus on Mjølnerparken and its segregation issues 
but did not provide further detailed information or questions of the interview in advance. 
This was to avoid the possibility of advance preparation on his side and only providing us 
with “appropriate” or “safe” answers. The interview was also planned to be conducted in a 
conference room, creating a more formal and a less casual and conducive environment for 
open communication (GUBRIUM et al. 2012, p. 32).  As the location of the interview was not 
entirely conducive, we had to be reminded before and during the interview to engage in 
“speech activities” to encourage a continuous open conversation. According to MISHLER 
(cited in GUBRIUM et al. 2012, p. 34), token responses and even the slightest or most 
mundane speech acts is crucial to an unfolding narrative.  
 There were seven questions included in the interview guide. The first question was 
rather specific with the intention to understand the work done and hence, the knowledge or 
view point of the interviewee and the administration. The second question consisted of a 
number of sub questions on the general situation of immigrants in Copenhagen and in the 
Danish society. This is then followed by the third question on the matter of “Danishness”, 
which is an open question still forming the framework of the research question. The fourth 
question is semi-open which would give us an idea on the influence and actions of the 
Copenhagen Municipality on the integration of immigrants. The next question then focuses 
on Mjølnerparken and his opinion on the problems behind the neighbourhood. The sixth 
question is again open, designed around the physical master plan by Lejerbo on 
Mjølnerparken and the change needed for the neighbourhood. The last question is semi-
open and formulated to conclude the interview by understanding our interviewee’s thought 
on the status of integration of the residents of Mjølnerparken into Copenhagen and the 
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general society. In summary, the questions overall were more or less open, besides the first 
one, to gain a deeper understanding on the situation of immigrant integration within the 
Danish society and in particular, Mjølnerparken. 
3.3.2 Survey Guide 
A questionnaire-like survey was created after deciding on the data collection method to be 
used. When producing the survey guide, there were various key factors we had to keep in 
mind. Firstly, we had to be aware that the majority of residents in Mjølnerparken are 
immigrants and hence, too controversial questions needed to be avoided or restructured 
appropriately. Secondly, the questions posed should not limit or distort the respondent’s 
answer but maximising the flow of their opinions (GUBRIUM et al. 2012, p. 31). Lastly, the aim 
of the survey was to attain a better generalisation of the opinions of residents in 
Mjølnerparken and so it needs to be carried out during different times of the day or on the 
weekends. We were also aware that due to the high population of immigrants in the 
neighbourhood, the possibility of cross-culture differences (KVALE 2009, p. 144) and 
language barriers may arise while conducting this survey. 
 The questionnaire consisted of sixteen questions in various types. There was 
however only two questions and one sub-question whereby respondents had the 
opportunity to express themselves fully. These three questions were formulated to gain an 
insight to their thoughts on the matter regarding integration and Mjølnerparken. Even 
though these were integral questions, we found it necessary to notify the respondents that 
none of these questions were mandatory if they were not comfortable in doing so. This did 
not make their respective questionnaires any less important as the remaining questions also 
contribute significantly to the analysis of the results. Besides just objective and factual 
questions, we have included two “rating” questions in which the respondents were required 
to rate on a 5-points scale on how they felt; ‘do you feel like you are integrated in the Danish 
society?’ and ‘how much do you like living in Mjølnerparken?’ 
3.4 Experience from Interview and Survey 
The interview was conducted on a Friday on week 49. The duration of the interview was 
approximately one hour long and was recorded with a digital voice recorder. We met our 
interviewee in his office and were led to a conference room where the interview was 
conducted which gave a more formal atmosphere, as previously mentioned. However, we 
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were taken aback by his age, as he was much younger than expected and it played a part in 
reducing the formality of the interview to a more casual setting. During the interview, we 
were informed that the Copenhagen Municipality has three administrations that are in 
charge of the integration of immigrants in the city. According to our interviewee, we were 
directed to the Employment and Integration Administration because this department has a 
coordinating and controlling function, but also did some work in Mjølnerparken specifically, like 
working on the former master plan. The answers to the interview questions we found were at 
times too general or strayed a little away from the topic of discussion. However, this was 
not a major issue as we would just restructure the question again. Our interviewee at most 
instances also has a very narrative approach when answering, providing answers to our 
further questions which we found extremely helpful and made the interview a lot easier for 
us. In summary, we thought the interview went as planned and was a successful one. 
 We then carried out the survey in two days, on the weekend of week 49 and one day 
in week 50. Both surveys were conducted approximately from morning to the early 
evenings. When we arrived at Mjølnerparken, the neighbourhood looked different as we 
had in mind. This was not in any sense demeaning, as it was not how the media has 
perceived Mjølnerparken to be as well but quite the contrary. When conducting the survey, 
the biggest problem we faced was the language barrier. A large proportion of residents was 
not able to speak English, or was not confident enough to complete the survey. We believe 
the possible addition of a Danish speaking group member would have helped tremendously 
in easing this issue. The weather also played a part in hindering our progress as there were 
light showers on both days but only in the morning on the second day of our survey. This 
reduced the number of residents that were outdoors for us to approach. 
 Before arriving at Mjølnerparken, we have decided that the surveys would be filled 
by ourselves and it would be conducted more in an ‘interview’ manner. We believe that the 
method in which the questionnaire would be filled was very important and should be kept 
consistent as different methods could yield slightly different thought processes and hence, 
the results. In addition, the idea of having to personally fill up a questionnaire may deter 
some participants away because it will take a longer time. We also came to realise that the 
answers provided for the subjective questions were at times short, unspecific or were 
completely left out, which may be due to the lack of time, proficiency in English or the sense 
of not belonging that discourages the respondents to express themselves fully. Although we 
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did not reach the intended target of 50 participants with only 33, all in all we thought the 
survey provided a good generalisation of the opinion of the Mjølnerparken residents 
especially within the middle aged groups. 
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4. Background Information 
This chapter will give background information about the policies in Denmark, as well as on 
Mjølnerparken to get a concrete idea about the object of our research. It will introduce the situation 
immigrants are confronted with when they come to Denmark and specifically to Mjølnerparken in 
Copenhagen.  
4.1 Policies in Denmark 
To go into deeper detail with the immigration and integration policies is out of reach of our project, 
but we would still like to give a short overview since they have a great influence in terms of gaining 
citizenship for immigrants as well as on the feeling of being welcomed in the new country. Those 
policies show how the new arrivals are viewed by the state of Denmark, which rights they were 
granted, as well as what the state expects of them. Before the policies are summarized and 
evaluated a brief introduction to the immigrant situation in Denmark is given. 
4.1.1 Immigrants in Denmark 
The MINISTRY OF SOCIAL AFFAIRS AND INTEGRATION1 (2013) reports that on January 2012 the total 
population of Denmark was 5.580.516 including 580.461 migrants and descendants, which make 
them 10.4% of the total population (p. 3). The latest number of the fourth quarter of 2013 shows 
621.638 immigrants and descendants, out of which 219.936 came from Western countries, while 
401.702 are from non-Western countries (see table 1). This group of migrants is of course very 
diverse: Starting from migrant workers who came during the 60s over refugees to people, who come 
to Denmark due to family reunification (ibid.). The first major wave of immigration to Denmark took 
place in the 1960's and 1970's, when the country attracted a lot of migrants from for example 
Turkey or Yugoslavia as temporary workers. Those migrants received a working permit and the idea 
was for them to go back to their home countries after some time. Nevertheless the majority of those 
migrants stayed in Denmark and confronted the state with the need to develop ideas and plans 
about how to integrate those new residents (MOSAAI 2013, p.4). The demand for unskilled labor 
force from other countries has decreased since the 1970's, but the flow of newcomers continued 
and "was not properly controlled and managed", especially during the 1980’s and 1990’s (MOSAAI 
2013, p. 5). Figure 1 in the appendix shows the population trend in Denmark and reveals that 
especially since the mid-80’s the immigration to Denmark has been rising. In 2013 the biggest groups 
of immigrants come from the following countries in descending order: Turkey, Poland, Germany, 
Iraq, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Norway, Iran, Sweden, Romania, United Kingdom, Pakistan, Lebanon, 
Afghanistan and Yugoslavia (STATISTICS DENMARK). The whole table as well as the exact numbers can 
be found in the appendix (table 1).  
                                                          
1
 In the following referred to as MOSAAI 
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4.1.2 Denmark’s Integration Policies 
In 1999 Denmark launched the world’s first Act on Integration due to many integration problems 
arising in all parts of Denmark as a consequence of the uncontrolled and unmanaged arrival of 
immigrants to the country (MOSAAI 2013, p. 5). This Act on Integration aims to fulfill several aims, 
which are that the municipalities take responsibility for the immigrants and offer integration 
programs, which include free language and job training, that appropriate housing for refugees is 
arranged, that the refugees are settled all over Denmark and that the costs of the Integration 
Program are mainly paid by the state (ibid.). “The Danish Integration Act (1998) not only dictates 
where refugees must settle in Denmark (using a quota system), but ensures that individuals remain 
in the same municipality for a three-year introduction programme” (PHILLIPS 2010, p. 215). Preceding 
the Act on Integration is the Aliens Act, which regulates the rules and requirements for receiving a 
residence permit. Here it also says: “(2) It must be made a condition for a residence permit under 
subsection (1)(i) that the applicant and the person living in Denmark sign a declaration stating that, 
to the best of their ability, they will involve themselves actively in the Danish course and integration 
into the Danish society of the applicant and any accompanying foreign children” (ALIENS ACT 2009, p. 
5).  
The following picture is an overview by the Migrant Integration Policy Index2 which evaluates 
the Danish Integration policy according to eight parameters: 
 
Figure 2: Denmark's Migrant Integration Policy Index (Source: MIPI 2013) 
 
Demark has one of the best targeted labor market support across European countries on the one 
hand, but on the other hand second least favorable family reunion policy for integration (MIPI 2013). 
The country is good in promoting labor market mobility and permanent residents, family members 
and green card holders can immediately access all sectors, but without equal access to social 
                                                          
2
 In the following referred to as MIPI 
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security (ibid.). New workers get support in learning Danish by free introductory classes for workers, 
as well as Online Dansk since 2009. A new Immigration Test was introduced in the 2007 Aliens Act 
with free and online learning materials, but a fee and the need to be in Denmark for the testing put 
disproportionate costs on immigrants (ibid.). Concerning family reunion Denmark’s policies are not 
as much in favor of family wellbeing as other countries: Many eligibility requirements as well as 
spouse age limits, which are the highest among all European countries with 24 years, are preventing 
immigrants to become permanent residences. And without that they risk deportation if they lose or 
leave their sponsor (as in only two other EU-countries). In the parameter ‘Education’ Denmark is 
rated average. Like most countries it invests in quality language courses and teacher’s training on 
immigrants’ needs and some new programs also encourage migrants to become teachers and 
migrant’s parents to become more active in their children’s schools (ibid.). Unfortunately pupils do 
not learn how to understand peers of different cultural backgrounds and “intercultural education in 
Denmark means learning about ‘Western’ values or foreign cultures abroad” (ibid.).  
Concerning ‘Political Participation’ it is important to note that Copenhagen’s elected Integration 
Council was replaced by a think-tank of selected experts after an evaluation showed that the council 
has not fulfilled expectations in the past. Negative is also that newcomers now have to wait four and 
not three years before they receive electoral rights (ibid.). Regarding ‘Long Term Residence’, which 
can be applied for after four years, Denmark shows one of Europe’s least favorable integration 
schemes and only few people pass the required language test since the levels are so extremely high 
(ibid.). Additionally integration assessments are more complicated than in almost all other countries 
and few impose as many conditions, especially regarding employment, as Denmark. To get the 
Danish citizenship immigrants are required to get a high score on the difficult Danish language test 
and are not allowed to have received any social benefits in 4,5 out of 5 years and not in the last year 
before their application, which may discourage many residents from becoming full citizens (ibid.). 
Denmark also has no birthright citizenships since 1976 and requires immigrants to reside in the 
country for nine years (if it is the first generation) before they can apply, which is the longest of all 
the countries (ibid.). Regarding ‘Anti-discrimination’ the state established the Board of Equal 
treatment in 2009, but “nationality/citizenship is still not prohibited as a ground for discrimination 
even if critical to ensure equal opportunities in countries of immigration” (ibid.). The MIPI states 
Denmark’s few equality policies to be its main weakness and says: “Previous action plans, diversity 
programmes and platforms are good practice but temporary and not translated into the public 
duties” (ibid.).  
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4.1.3 Copenhagen’s Policies  
Here two policies are shortly presented: Copenhagen’s Integration Policy and The Policy for 
Disadvantaged Areas of Copenhagen. The first one provides the background for the integration 
process for immigrants in Copenhagen, whereas the second one guides the handling of 
disadvantaged –and in this case often segregated– neighborhoods in the city. In its integration policy 
the City of Copenhagen states that they want to be “the most inclusive city in Europe” (THE 
EMPLOYMENT AND INTEGRATION ADMINISTRATION3, p. 4). They define inclusion as “the sense of belonging. 
If you feel you are a Copenhagener, this means you are included in the city” (EAIA, p. 5). With 
regards to integration they say: “Integration is a dynamic, mutual process whereby citizens with 
different backgrounds meet and create a community for the future” (ibid.). The policy presents four 
themes with different goals. The first theme is ‘All children and young people must have a good start 
in life’ with the corresponding goal to have more competent school leavers (EAIA, p. 10). The second 
one is called ‘Inclusion in the labour market’ and refers to the two goals that more people are in jobs 
and that the management and staff in the City of Copenhagen are more diversified (ibid.). The 
theme ‘reaching out to vulnerable groups and areas’ has the two goals that more citizens benefit 
from the city services and Copenhagen to become a safer place for all groups (ibid.). The last theme 
‘the open and welcoming city’ has three goals: More citizens must feel a sense of belonging to 
Copenhagen, fewer citizens should feel excluded due to poverty and fewer citizens should 
experience discrimination (ibid.). Those are the four themes on which Copenhagen planned to focus 
in the four years between 2011 and 2014.  
Based on the analysis of the city’s socio-economic development over the last 15 years the city 
developed their policy for disadvantaged areas (TECHNICAL AND ENVIRONMENTAL ADMINISTRATION4, p. 6). 
As they state “the objective of the policy […] is to lift the six disadvantaged areas into a positive 
development trend so as to create equal opportunities for all residents of Copenhagen no matter 
where they live” (ibid.). More details about those areas are given in chapter 4.2. The city declares 
that they will not accept criminal gangs to plague parts of the city creating a feeling of insecurity and 
stigmatize the residents of certain areas (ibid.). The city created initiatives to give those 
disadvantaged areas a lift. They are named: Preferential treatment, focus on core operations, one 
municipality – also locally, stronger and more binding relations with the public housing sector and 
citizens in general and a development plan for the six disadvantaged areas (ibid.). The cities vision 
for the disadvantaged areas is to make Copenhagen “a diverse yet cohesive and safe city with room 
for, and need of, all its citizens. Green, health-promoting, creative growth will therefore be 
strengthened in the disadvantaged areas, and quality of life improved, uniting the city as one – both 
                                                          
3
 In the following referred to as EAIA 
4
 In the following referred to as TAEA 
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physically and socially (TAEA, p. 10). They formulated specific goals for Copenhagen’s six 
disadvantaged areas, which they aim to achieve by 2020. Among the goals are to have equal 
employment and health levels in those areas and the rest of the city and to satisfy 80% of the 
residents of those areas with the city life (TAEA, p. 12/13).  
4.2 Mjølnerparken 
Copenhagen has six disadvantaged areas: Tingbjerg/Husum, Bispebjerg/Nordvest, Nørrebro, 
Valby/Vigerslev, Vesterbro/Kongens Enghave and Amager/Sund. The municipality characterizes 
them by a combination of different indicators, which are: small flats (under 60 m²), flats which lack 
basic installations, residents of non-Western origin, residents outside the labor market, residents 
with low/no education, residents with low income (TAEA, p. 15). When we compare Nørrebro, in 
which Mjølnerparken is located with the other disadvantaged areas, we can see that the number of 
residents with a non-Western origin is among the highest, as well as the number of flats which lack 
installations. The level of education on the other hand is better than in the other areas, whereas the 
number of small flats and people without jobs as well as low income are average (TAEA, p. 16f). 
Looking at Mjølnerparken in specific, it is important to note that out of the 1.920 residents (1st 
January 2013), 85.5% have an ethnic minority background (MINISTERIET FOR BY, BOLIG OG 
LANDDISTRIKTER, 2013, p. 2), “the highest percentage of people of foreign descent in any social 
housing project in Denmark” (LAU/MATHIESEN, p.115). 46,4% of the residents in Mjølnerparken are 
without jobs and not in education, which is pretty average, as well as the indictor for crime: Out of 
10.000 people over 18, 309 would be convicted of a crime (ibid.). Mjølnerparken is a housing project 
located in the outer Nørrebro. It is built out of four compounds and has a local office with an 
administration and a job center (see chapter 5.1.2). The City of Copenhagen states about the public 
housing sector: “The housing associations thus help prevent a division into rich and poor in the 
housing market. However, the municipality’s social housing allocation gives rise to particular 
challenges with respect to resident composition in the public housing schemes. Social problems have 
a tendency to accumulate here…” (TAEA, p. 24). More than 30 nationalities reside in Mjølnerparken, 
of which approximately 60% comes from Arabic speaking and less than 10% are ethnic Danes 
(ASGHAR/JOKAR/FARHADPOUT/UGLEBJERG 2003, p. 3). “Mjølnerparken is socially segregated – social 
problems are primary attached to a general high unemployment, and a poor linguistic and cultural 
integration in the Danish society – there is quite a lot of vandalism in the area, which has generated 
a great deal of attention” (ibid.). The Lejerbo has developed a physical master plan, which is a 
plan for the renovation of Mjølnerparken’s buildings and outdoor area, although parts of 
the outdoor areas have already been renovated by the municipality. “Better housing, 
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increased security and a good coherence with the rest of the city” (LEJERBO n.d.). The final 
plan will be voted on by the residents in May 2014.  
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5. Results 
This chapter is presenting the results from our research. First the information we got from the 
expert interview, second the results from our survey in Mjølnerparken. 
5.1 The Expert Interview 
The following subchapter is going to present the process and results of the expert interview with the 
Employment and Integration Administration of Copenhagen, which represents the qualitative 
research we did for our project. The municipality of Copenhagen is built up of seven different 
administrations: The Children and Youth Administration, the Culture and Leisure 
Administration, the Finance Administration, the Health and Care Administration, the Social 
Service Administration, the Technical and Environmental Administration, as well as the 
Employment and Integration Administration, of which our interview partner was from (City 
of Copenhagen 2012). “The Employment and Integration Administration is attached to 
the Employment and Integration Committee and handles the day-to-day administration of 
cases belonging under the Committee” (CITY OF COPENHAGEN²). Among other things they have 
several job centers and language centers (ibid.). 
5.1.1 Interview Results  
The full transcription of the interview can be found in the appendix (10.4). The interview started 
with general questions concerning the immigrant situation in Copenhagen to get a wider 
background. The interviewee explained that integration is a topic for all administrations of 
Copenhagen and the Employment and Integration Administration has a coordinating and controlling 
function, but also did some work in Mjølnerparken specifically, like working on the former master 
plan. Concerning their work in integration, he explained that they are trying to have a new discourse 
on it and now use the word ‘inclusion’ instead of integration. In their old approach they focused a lot 
on gaps between minority and majority groups concerning employment, education, crime etc., but 
now they are trying to work with the resources which different kind of people bring into the 
community and how to use people with different ethnic backgrounds in the society to create 
something positive out of it. They work on making the ‘Danish’ more diverse and to make people 
aware of the positive aspects of diversity, for example also by encouraging companies to employ 
people of different backgrounds. 
Nowadays about every fifth person living in Copenhagen has a migration background and the 
interviewee admitted that the city planning in the past did not prepare well for the flood of 
immigrants coming and was kind of overstrained. There was no control over where to settle the 
newly arriving immigrants as it is today, and now the administrations are trying to work on those 
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disadvantaged areas, where many immigrants settled down and that developed over the years to 
make them more inclusive towards the city. Nowadays the state of Denmark is trying to spread out 
newly arriving immigrants more over the whole country, which basically makes it impossible for 
them to move to Copenhagen right after they arrived. 
One approach they are applying is to put staff of language schools or job centers right into 
those disadvantaged neighborhoods by opening a local office there, to achieve that as much work as 
possible can be done on the ground itself. It is not only more convenient for the residents; it also 
creates a safer and more comfortable environment between the employees and the people in 
question. They can built up a very trustworthy relationship, the local workers know the people 
better and knows better how to help them and what kind of work needs to be done. Mjølnerparken 
itself also has a house in which, for example, a job center is included. Therefore people can walk in 
and out and have direct talks as they wish. This direct help might also be one reason why the 
number of people without jobs in the disadvantaged areas is declining, although the percentage of 
people with a migration background stays the same or is even rising. Another reason is a new policy 
called ‘flexible renting’, which prevents people without jobs from moving into those areas. Through 
this policy the city tries to get people with more (financial) resources in, while spreading the 
unemployed more around the city. Also new is the ‘International House’ which just opened in 
Copenhagen. In it different administrations are put together to work on making people feel more 
welcomed in the city. The interviewee explained that there is of course a lot of discussion about 
problems related to immigrants in the general public, like the higher rate of violence and crime, 
which creates an unsafe feeling as well as them being a burden to the Danish society, economic- and 
culture-wise. Part of their work is to focus on the actual reality, to identify the underlying problems 
that cause, for example, a higher crime right and to target those problems. One issue is poverty as a 
factor that causes many social and crime-related problems. The administration still evaluates the 
difference of success between minority and majority groups relating to education and employment. 
The gaps are slowly diminishing, but still not fast enough, so that better solutions have to be found.  
Regarding Mjølnerparken the interviewee explained that the city just invested a huge 
amount of money to create a different physical environment around those four compounds of which 
the housing project is built of. In addition to a new installed park and many play- and sport grounds, 
they also put some of the apartments together to make them bigger and attract different kind of 
people, although they already have a quite good standard there. He says that one of the main aims 
also of the new master plan is to open up the whole area. Right now, he says, people do not go 
there, if they do not have a specific reason, although they have a really nice new park right there. By 
opening up they also want to achieve to make it more transparent, which hopefully helps to create a 
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safer environment regarding some gang activities that were and still is going on in this area. 
Especially a gang named ‘Brothas’ did a lot of their business in and around Mjølnerparken, involving 
drugs, weapons and blackmailing. To target this, the police as well as the Lejerbo did some work 
regarding creating safety and also a new initiative called ‘Hotspot’ opened an office. These 
‘Hotspots’ combine three different administrations (the Children and Youth Administration, the 
Social Service Administration as well as the Employment and Integration Administration) to work in a 
taskforce in those areas that need intensified action according to a survey on how safe people feel in 
different neighborhoods. The interviewee mentioned one other very specific problem regarding 
Mjølnerparken: Many people living there are Palestinians coming from refugee camps in Syria, 
Lebanon or Jordan and especially many of the women suffer post-traumatic stress-syndromes. He 
explains that reaching out to these groups is a big issue and not easy at all. On the other hand there 
are also a lot of kids in Mjølnerparken. He guesses that half of the residents are under the age of 20. 
The city therefore tries to offer specific activities and support for the youth as well as for women. He 
also adds that the social life in those areas, where people are more likely to be unemployed and 
where the crime rate is above the average, is very different from other parts of the city. They do not 
only try to physically open up the area through the new master plan, they also try to strengthen the 
bridges to cultural life and to make people use the city more. They do so by several co-operations 
with organizations and want to build bridges from other parts of the city to Mjølnerparken, but also 
from Mjølnerparken to other parts of the city: More people shall go to this area, but the people 
living there shall also get out and not just live their life around their block. According to our 
interviewee the city can work a lot on the structural things, like creating equal opportunities in 
employment and education and by raising the amount of people with jobs and education, changing 
the social life and dilute some of the problems.  
Regarding Mjølnerparken he also mentions that it is of course a stigmatized area, but also an 
‘integration machine’ as he calls it. There are really strong networks within this neighborhood, which 
play an important role in finding jobs and dealing with issues regarding the integration process. 
People use those networks in Mjølnerparken to take some stepping stones towards their integrated 
life in Denmark and then maybe proceed to other areas, or of course stay there if they like it. 
Amongst the youth are many people who strongly identify with this housing project. 
In the spring of 2014 a vote on the new master plan will take place. The Technical and 
Environmental Administration had some local hearings, where people could present their ideas and 
wishes. He admits that is of course not possible to satisfy all people, but they tried to include as 
many ideas as possible and respect the wishes of the current residents. Whenever a new initiative in 
Mjølnerparken is planned, it is crucial to have a good communication plan, because in those closed 
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areas rumors can spread very easily. But the city does have some strategic persons in this area, 
which they can trust in bringing the right information to the residents and the Lejerbo has a good 
cooperation with the residents as well, to work on issues in joint efforts and bring things forward.  
5.2 The Survey  
The results of the conducted survey in Mjølnerparken are presented in this chapter. 
5.2.1 Respondents Facts 
There were a total of 33 respondents after the two days of survey that was conducted. Among these 
respondents, the number of males and females were almost equal with 17 and 16 respondents 
respectively. The ages of the respondents were divided into four categories; below 18 years old, 18 
to 29 years, 30 to 49 years and 50 years old and above. The majority of respondents were between 
the ages of 30 and 49 with 11 people (33.3%), followed by 18 to 29 years of age with 9 respondents 
(27.3%). The other age groups; below 18 years and 50 years and above had 6 and 7 respondents 
individually. 36.7% or 12 people, the highest number of an ethnic minority in the survey, are 
ethnically Palestinian. Somalis and Lebanese had the second most representation with both having 5 
respondents, and 3 residents with Iranian heritage. The remaining country of origin or ethnicity of 
our respondents was from Jordan (2 persons), Pakistan (2 persons), China (2 persons), the United 
Arab Emirates (1 person) and Denmark (1 person). With the high number of residents from Arabic 
backgrounds, it was no surprise that 29 people or approximately a staggering 88% of the 33 
respondents were Muslims.  
 From the survey, we also found that 11 respondents were working, 8 full-time and 3 part-
time, and 10 respondents are students. Comparing these data with the age of the respondents 
however, we realised that there are 26 people within the first three age groups that we classified as 
the “working or schooling age”. Hence, the level of employment in the area, based on the survey is 
relatively low, excluding respondents over the age of 50 but is still capable of working. This is in line 
with the statistical data released by the Ministry of Housing, Urban and Rural Affairs (MINISTERIET FOR 
BY, BOLIG OG LANDDISTRIKTER, 2013) showing that the level of unemployment in Mjølnerparken is 
46.4%. On the other hand, it is also important to note that 5 of our respondents are on pension, 5 
unemployed, 1 in retraining and 1 on maternity leave.  
 As the aim of the survey was to measure or analyse the level of which the residents of 
Mjølnerparken felt integrated, we have decided to include a number of questions that involves their 
affiliation with Denmark. Firstly, we found that only 7 respondents were born in Denmark and from 
these people, only the Danish respondent had her parents born in Denmark as well. This has led us 
to conclude that a large number of residents are immigrants and not even first generation Danes. 
For the respondents that were not born in Denmark, they were then asked for the number of years 
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they have been living in the country. As the shortest amount of time recorded was 11 years, we then 
divided the years into two categories; 11 to 20 years and 21 to 30 years. The former had the most 
with 15 people and the latter with 11. Surprisingly, none of the respondents were not able to speak 
Danish; 21 people claiming they are fluent in the language, 9 with basic communication skills and 3 
with limited proficiency. The acquisition of a Danish citizenship was thought to be a major factor in 
feeling integrated as well. Due to this, we have established that 18 out of the 33 respondents are not 
citizens, representing 54.5%. However, 13 people (39.4%) stated they have citizenship and the 
remaining 2 respondents are in the process of acquiring. 
5.2.2 Subjective Integration 
As previously mentioned, one of the targets of the survey was to gain as much knowledge of the 
subjective integration of the residents. When asked if they felt integrated in the Danish society on a 
scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being yes and 5 being not at all, 51.5% or 17 people of the total 33 
respondents felt positive, rating 1 or 2 on the scale. The remaining respondents marked how much 
they felt integrated in the Danish society on a scale of 3 or 4 with 10 and 6 people respectively. None 
of the respondents felt totally unintegrated. With this scale and the other questions regarding their 
affiliation with Denmark, we cross reference the data to analyse the results further. 
 With a large Muslim population in the area, the relationship between religion stigmatisation 
and integration was questioned. Of the 29 Muslim respondents, 15 of them felt positively whereas 
14 felt they were not very integrated in the Danish society. However, 6 of the 15 residents that felt 
integrated were born in Denmark. This shows that out of the 23 Muslim immigrants, only 9 people 
or 39% felt comfortable within the local society. Due to the limited choices of other religions, the 
second most were Buddhist with only 2 respondents. Although taking note of the very small sample 
size, both of these Chinese nationals did not feel integrated in the society as well, irrespective of 
being non-Muslims. 
 Upon further examination, this may be due to the reason that none of the Chinese 
immigrants are fluent in the Danish language. It was found that all of our 12 respondents who 
claimed having only basic or limited communication skills in the language felt less integrated, on a 
marking of 3 and 4 on the scale. On the contrary, none of the residents who are fluent felt close to 
being unintegrated and only 4 of these respondents rated themselves with a 3 on the scale. This 
finding highlights the significance of knowing the language in relation to feeling integrated. In 
addition, among the residents who are less proficient in Danish, 4 out of 9 respondents who gave us 
the meaning of integration to them mentioned the significance of having a job. 3 out of these 4 
people are also either without a job or on pension. As can be seen in Figure 3, the response on the 
meaning of integration to our respondents with the highest number, at 14 responses (29.2%), is 
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involving a job and hence, financial security. As the proficiency of the Danish language plays a huge 
role in the employment sector in this country, it can be seen from these data that it also highly 
affects the feeling of integration of these immigrants. 
 
Figure 3: The meaning of integration to the respondents of the survey. 
5.2.3 Respondents’ Affiliation with Mjølnerparken 
Gathering data of the relationship between the residents and Mjølnerparken was a crucial part of 
the survey. Several questions regarding the neighbourhood housing project was posed in the survey. 
For the question on why the respondents decided to move to Mjølnerparken, they were able to 
check more than one of the provided choices. It was discovered that most of the respondents moved 
to Mjølnerparken due to the high number of family and friends that were living here, with 15 
responses. The second most common selection, at 13, is because they were fond with the 
neighbourhood, in terms of both aesthetically and community-wise. This however, was followed 
closely by the fact that some of the residents moved to the area because they were living with their 
parents when they moved, with 11 respondents. The remaining selections were; cheap rents with 8 
respondents, unable to acquire another place with 4 respondents, and 1 stated because of good 
apartments. 
 The respondents were also asked to rate how much they like living in Mjølnerparken with 
the same rating scale system as before. As shown in Figure 4, a large majority of 28 people, 84.9% 
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are fond of living in the neighbourhood with only a total of 5 of them in the middle or lower 
spectrum of the scale. There were no respondents however that did not like living in the 
neighbourhood at all. In regards to the research topic, the respondents were asked if living in 
Mjølnerparken hinders their potential to be more integrated in society. An unexpected result 
showed that out of the 33 respondents, only 4 felt that they were less integrated because of the 
neighbourhood. The common themes behind these respondents living there was due to cheap rents, 
2 respondents, and the other 2 respondents moved there while living with their parents. 
Nonetheless, 3 of these 4 respondents still relatively like living in Mjølnerparken with a rating of 2, 
and the other rated 3. 
 
Figure 4: How much respondents like living in Mjølnerparken. 
 
One of the questions in this section regarding Mjølnerparken covers the likes and dislikes of 
our respondents on the neighbourhood, which is represented in figure 5 and figure 6. The 
data was then divided into two groups according to the rating on how much our 
respondents like living in the neighbourhood, and analysed. For the respondents that are 
fond of living in the area, the most common favourable aspect of Mjølnerparken is the 
presence of family and friends who are living in the same neighbourhood with 11 responses. 
The location of the neighbourhood was another a major factor with 9 people stating that it 
is convenient to get to public transport and other necessary services. This is followed closely 
with 8 people highlighting the sense of community which is an essential aspect of the 
neighbourhood. On the other hand, the major dislike regarding the neighbourhood is one 
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that has been highlighted more often than not in the media, the level of crime in the area 
with 10 respondents underlining this issue. The other dislikes with the highest amount of 
responses received was the number of migrants living in the neighbourhood as well as the 
stigmatisation of the area by the general public, with both having 5 responses each. 
 
 
Figure 5: The positive aspects of Mjølnerparken mentioned by the respondents. 
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Figure 6: The negative aspects of Mjølnerparken mentioned by the respondents. 
The number of respondents on the lower spectrum of the scale was rather low with only 5, 
as mentioned. The good location and convenience of the neighbourhood was mentioned 
the most by 2 respondents. The remaining aspects were highlighted just once in this sample 
group; family and friends, good for children and the facilities provided in the area. 
Conversely, there were more dislikes mentioned concerning the area. 3 respondents did not 
like the high immigrant population in Mjølnerparken, wanting a more balance community. 
The other two aversions mentioned were the level of crime and stigmatisation of the 
neighborhood with 2 responses respectively. 
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5.2.4 The Interrelation between Integration and Mjølnerparken 
The data was divided according to the age groups to analyse if age plays a role in having different 
views on integration vis-à-vis living in Mjølnerparken. For the youngest group of respondents, being 
able to converse in Danish was seen as the one of the most essential tool in being integrated in 
society. Having the opportunity to work or have a job was also mentioned by half of the respondents. 
Many of them felt that the main attraction of living in Mjølnerparken is that there is a great number 
of family and friends in the neighborhood. Stigmatization of the area and the high level of criminal 
activities on the other hand were the main negative aspect with 2 respondents each. The majority of 
the second age group of 18 to 29 years olds felt that integration meant not being discriminated, 
judged or being looked at differently by the general public. Being able to have a job was also the 
second most aspect mentioned, similar to the younger respondents. On the contrary, none of the 
respondents in this age group mentioned ‘language’ as a part of integration. Having many family 
members and friends living in Mjølnerparken was also mentioned as the main positive feature of the 
neighborhood. This was followed closely by the location and convenience of the area, with 5 and 4 
mentions respectively. Both of these two age groups share rather similar opinions as the level of 
crime surrounding the neighborhood was also one of the main dislikes mentioned, besides having 
too many migrants. 
The age group with the most respondents, 30 to 49 years old, also highlighted that the job 
aspect carries a huge weightage in terms of being or feeling integrated in a society. 3 respondents 
added that integration meant having the sense of belonging or feeling home in a new country. Unlike 
the previous two age groups, the positive aspects of Mjølnerparken that was most mentioned were, 
the supporting community of residents that existed there and that the area have facilities that are 
good for children. This may be due to the fact that there are many young or new parents in this age 
group. In terms of dislikes on the other hand, safeness of the area and the number of migrants were 
the main concern, exactly similar to the previous age group. The oldest age group, with 7 
respondents, mentioned having a citizenship, employment and not being discriminated as what 
integration meant to them personally. It is also important to note that only 3 of the respondents 
commented on these sections of the survey giving us a very small sample size and hence, a poor 
generalization of this age group. Location and convenience was mentioned by all 3 of these residents 
as a positive remark for the neighborhood and like the majority of the residence, crime and the 
number of foreigners living in the area were the main negatives. 
 The data of respondents that were born in Denmark was then analyzed as this sample group 
was thought to be the most representative of the Danish society. Out of these 7 respondents, only 1 
did not like living in Mjølnerparken with a rating of 4 on the scale. The fondness of the neighborhood 
of the other 6 respondents were divided equally with 3 who likes living there very much and the 
others rated a 2 out of 5. The majority of the respondents in this sample group moved or is living in 
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Mjølnerparken because they are living with their parents. The only respondent living here based on a 
different circumstance is the only ethnically Danish respondent of the survey and it is because of the 
cheap rent. A majority of 4 people likes living in the neighborhood because of friends and families, 
whereas the main dislikes of the area among these respondents is the stigmatization received by the 
area as well as the low level of safety with 3 responses each. 
As a large proportion of respondents mentioned that acquiring a job or prospect of 
employment is an important aspect in feeling integrated, these data was then analyzed in relation to 
the respondents’ opinion regarding Mjølnerparken. The likes and dislikes within this data group 
follows a common theme as the overall results of the survey. Friends and family was the most 
common aspect these residents like of the neighborhood followed by its location and its 
convenience. Crime and stigma was mentioned equally as often and could be linked to job prospects, 
as stigmatization of the area may reduce one’s opportunity in being accepted during employment 
applications.  
In ‘what does integration mean to the respondents’, respondents that mentioned either 
adopting the lifestyle of the local society, having a sense of belonging or answers that were 
categorized under ‘others’ were totaled. In ‘others’, the responses given were; having local friends, 
getting along with the general public, having same privileges as the locals, being included in the 
public realm and having their differences respected and embraced. There were a total of 16 
respondents in this category and out of this sum; only 2 felt that they are less integrated because of 
living in Mjølnerparken. Both mentioned that stigma and the number of immigrants are the main 
reasons, which seems highly interrelated. Having said that, only 2 out of the other 14 respondents 
that did not feel less integrated because of the neighborhood mentioned stigmatization as an issue in 
Mjølnerparken. The majority also followed the same overall trend, with friends and family as the 
positive aspect and crime as the key issue. 
 As was discovered in the previous sub-chapter on subjective integration, all 12 of our 
respondents that have basic or limited proficiency in the Danish language felt less integrated in the 
Danish society. However, none of these respondents agreed that living in Mjølnerparken has affected 
their process of integration, or at least making them less integrated. A majority of 10 also likes living 
in the neighborhood with the other 2 respondents who rated a 3 on the scale. 
 Finally, it was thought to be essential to analyze the relationship between the 4 residence 
who felt less integrated living in Mjølnerparken and their opinions on integration. Of these 
respondents, 3 of them highlighted the prospect of employment or jobs in the meaning of 
integration to them. These respondents also mentioned that integration meant not being judged 
differently or discriminated. In addition, these 4 respondents felt positive in the level of integration in 
the Danish society and are all proficient in the Danish language, with feeling extremely integrated. 
Segregation and Integration in Mjølnerparken 
 
39 
 
6. Analysis 
The results of the interview, as well as the survey are presented in the previous chapter. Now those 
results are analyzed with reference to the used theories. 
6.1 Analysis of the Interview 
The interview was conducted in order to get an inside of what kind of work has been done and is 
planned by the municipality, as well as their view on the housing project Mjølnerparken in general. 
The work the City of Copenhagen has been doing revolves mainly around specific initiatives that work 
directly in Mjølnerparken, like the integration of a local job and language center, as well as certain 
policy work that either states goals that need to be achieved through certain initiatives (rising 
employment rate etc.) or that limit or prohibit, like the ‘flexible renting’ policy. According to that they 
also still focus on elevating gaps between minority and majority groups in form of data work and 
comparing gaps between the successes of both.  
Regarding integration the interviewee mentioned the poor functional integration compared 
to majority groups. Especially the labor market integration is unsatisfying and better solutions have 
to be found. The linguistic integration is supported by local language schools, but no information was 
given about the linguistic level of the residents. The housing integration of the residents is on the one 
hand good, because the housing condition is satisfying: The apartments in Mjølnerparken are of a 
good standard, the place is very central and has good public transportation and the surrounding area 
is very nice with a new park. On the other hand the interviewee mentioned a high number of persons 
per household in rather small apartments. Also all of the residents rent their apartment, no one is a 
home-owner. About the health of the minority groups in Mjølnerparken, our interviewee mentioned 
that immigrants in general show a faster level of aging. As mentioned in chapter 2, many immigrants 
live in rather poor conditions, which abet bad health conditions. Additionally some of the residents 
suffer from traumas due to their previous experiences in refugee camps. But it is not correct to 
connect the health standard with the environment in Mjølnerparken, because there is no sign off 
pollution, sub-standard-housing or environmental hazards. 
Regarding social mobility, the interviewee calls Mjølnerparken an ‘integration machine’ and 
explains many people make use of the social networks to get started in Copenhagen. He mentioned 
that people take their first stepping stones there and then move on other neighborhoods or suburbs, 
which goes along with the original theory of assimilation as mentioned in chapter 2.2.1. Here it is 
only important to keep in mind, that due to certain policies new immigrants will be located in other 
areas than Copenhagen and only later have the chance to move to the capital. So we therefore have 
to assume they already started to integrate in the Danish society before they come to Copenhagen or 
Mjølnerparken in specific. Nevertheless they will probably have to find a new job and new networks 
anyway, which makes the situation comparable.  
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6.2 Survey Analysis 
In this chapter, we will analyze the results of the survey with theories discussed in the previous 
chapter, along with other related references where appropriate. By mainly focusing on and dissecting 
the findings made in subchapter 5.2.4 The Interrelation between Integration and Mjølnerparken, we 
aim to form a connection between the theories presented and survey conducted, and optimistically 
reach a conclusion regarding the integration of residents of Mjølnerparken. 
First of all, approximately 88% of the 33 respondents are Muslim, as previously mentioned. 
As according to ASGHAR et al. (2003, p. 3), approximately 60% of residents in Mjølnerparken comes 
from Arabic speaking countries. This may contribute significantly to the number of Muslim 
population in the neighbourhood although with a much higher percentage than expected, possibly 
due to the survey’s small sample size of respondents. In addition, ANDERSEN (2010, p. 282) mentioned 
that as part of a strategy for integration and survival in a new country, immigrants generally prefer to 
live in communities with a rather similar cultural background. This hence leads to neighbourhoods 
with many residents of the same ethnic social networks and origin, as is with the case here in 
Mjølnerparken. Andersen’s statement may have given an explanation as to why the majority of 
respondents have a large network of family and friends in the neighbourhood and thus, the most 
liked aspect of living in Mjølnerparken. This is also in line with PHILLIPS’ (2010, p. 212) argument that 
minority ethnic segregation may be the result of thought-out choices influenced by the sense of 
identity or belonging to a particular community and not necessarily be the repercussions of social 
exclusion and discrimination. Besides that, the large number of a particular religion may also be 
linked to the fact that every cultural group has preferred groups of other cultures but who shares 
similar practices, values or customs, as previously mentioned. On the contrary however, the second 
most brought up aspect that the respondents dislike about Mjølnerparken is the large number of 
immigrants living in the area. In another study, it was also found that the majority of respondents 
would prefer to live in neighbourhoods where there are a higher number of Danish residents, as 
opposed to a majority of ethnic minorities. These findings suggest that close social relations are of 
higher importance than ethnic social networks (ANDERSEN 2010, p. 289). This may not usually be the 
case however with the residence of Mjølnerparken if some of them are hesitant to move into ‘white 
areas’ because they feel they will be unwelcomed or even discriminated (PHILLIPS 2010, p. 221). 
A study done on the area of Nørrebro comparing it to the general Copenhagen city area has 
also shown that while the residence of Copenhagen feels relatively safe during evenings and nights 
with 62.5%, only 42.5% of residence in Nørrebro on the other hand feels safe during the same 
periods of the day (SCHMIDT 2012, p. 607). This comes as no surprise then as the level of crime or the 
safety of the residence is the main concern and the most dislike aspect of Mjølnerparken by all age 
groups of our respondents. Furthermore, as previously discussed by FARRELL (2008, p. 469), the level 
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of crime in the area then will influence various aspects of life for the people living there, both directly 
and indirectly. For example, the negative image of Mjølnerparken that has been constantly portrayed 
by the media has led to heavy stigmatisation of the area. This is one other aspect of the 
neighbourhood that has been highly frowned upon and disliked by our respondents of the survey. 
Youngsters in this neighbourhood as well often complain about the discriminatory treatment they 
receive when they step out of the ‘ethnic minority’ area, both on the streets and in the labour 
market. They feel often at times being stigmatised by the criminal activities of a few and hence, not 
being respected by the wider Danish society (ASGHAR et al. 2003, p. 3). This scenario may not only be 
the case for the youngsters but for the working class too, as mentioned, the majority of respondents 
who stated that having a job is a part of the meaning of integration dislikes the stigmatisation on 
Mjølnerparken as this may possibly effect their employment opportunities.  
From the analysis of the survey results, it was found that there were no significant trends 
regarding the number of years that a respondent has been in Denmark. In line with MURDIE and 
GHOSH (2010, p. 296) statement that there are other various factors that comes in play which 
influences the level of integration of these immigrants. Although only 2 out of the 16 respondents 
who stated adopting lifestyle, sense of belonging and others in the meaning of integration felt less 
integrated because of Mjølnerparken, this does not necessarily mean that the majority have 
internalised the Danish values or lifestyle. The result of the survey shows that a large majority of the 
respondents are satisfied with their integration level in the Danish society but subjective integration 
as discussed, is too difficult to measure. On the same note, the large majority of respondents who 
are satisfied living in Mjølnerparken and does not feel that the neighbourhood hinders their 
integration process may also be benefiting to them, as it might help them overcome functional 
integration barriers such as employment, as mentioned by MURDIE and GHOSH. Additionally, although 
none of the non-fluent Danish speakers from the survey felt positively integrated in the Danish 
society, there are no readily available measures in this field of language proficiency especially during 
the survey and as stated, linguistic integration plays a vital role in the functional integration of an 
individual or community (MURDIE & GHOSH 2010, p. 301). 
In conclusion, there seems to be a high level of subjective integration based on the results of the 
survey. However, the high rate of unemployment among the residence of Mjølnerparken shows that 
there is still a lack of functional integration especially in the labour market sector, and the 
stigmatisation of the neighbourhood only exacerbates this problem. 
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7. Discussion 
Throughout the course of this project, different methods were used to gather the information we 
needed. This chapter aims to scrutinise and propose better approaches that could have been done to 
achieve better results and for future purposes. 
During the planning stages of the project, we discovered that Mjølnerparken was in the 
process of going through a renovation or the physical master plan by Lejerbo. The arrangement for 
the interviews was then made in the much later stages of the project. Due to the limited time 
available for the remainder of the project however, and the busy schedule of the Lejerbo personnel 
and the Mjølnerparken neighbourhood association, we were not able to finalise an interview with 
these parties. Interview arrangements could have been done earlier to provide a bigger time frame 
and hence, a more flexible date that is suitable in the midst of the master plans. In addition, there 
are also improvements that could have been done in regards to the interview arranged with the 
Municipality of Copenhagen. Although the idea for interview was that it was supposed to be a semi-
open one, there could have been more questions on the interview guide and these questions should 
have been more specific. On the other hand, we found that our interviewee – although he was 
answering our questions to a certain degree – had a good general idea of the area of interest but was 
not entirely informed on the Mjølnerparken neighbourhood or the Nørrebro area specifically, which 
made the point of some comments from the interview rather vague. Although this was difficult to 
predict or alter as we did not know the scope of knowledge of the interviewee, we believe that we 
would have gotten a better interview result if the interviewee had a more focus knowledge on the 
area of interest. 
The survey conducted had various challenges along the way. Firstly, we assumed that 2 days 
would have been sufficient to carry out the survey and reach our intended target of 50 respondents. 
With that assumption, we conducted the survey after the interview was done. This did not seem to 
be the case as we did not take into consideration several factors especially weather, as we believe 
was one of the main contributing factors to the low number of respondents. The survey should have 
been done in the earlier stages over a longer period of time instead. Survey forms should have also 
been given to the Mjølnerparken community centre to be distributed out to the residence, which is 
also part of the limited time issue that we faced. Besides that, the language barrier problem was 
another aspect that should be improved for future studies. As a large number of residents are 
immigrants, it was understandable that first foreign language of choice to pick up would be Danish. 
As none of us speaks or understand the language however, this made conducting the survey 
extremely difficult and to an extent the choice of respondents became somewhat selective. Besides 
having a group member that speaks Danish, preparing the survey forms in multiple common 
languages in Mjølnerparken may have help in this area as well. 
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Due to these limitations, the outcome was that the number of respondents at the end of the 
survey was fairly below our expected target. The aim of the survey which was to get a whole 
representation of the community in the neighbourhood was then failed to achieve. Through these 
improvements suggested however, we believe that much better results would be achieved in future 
attempts.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Segregation and Integration in Mjølnerparken 
 
44 
 
8. Conclusion 
 
The aim of this project was to investigate if the issue of segregation of the residence in 
Mjølnerparken was due to its spatial location in Copenhagen which leads to their lack of integration 
into the local society. The conclusion chapter will therefore try to answer the problem formulation by 
first responding to the three research questions. 
 From the survey conducted and based on various references, it was found that the residents 
of Mjølnerparken are generally less functionally integrated into the local or receiving society, in 
regards to the first research question; are people living in highly segregated neighborhoods less 
integrated into the receiving society than people living in more mixed areas?.  Stigmatisation of the 
area was seen as the main factor behind this issue as it was thought to affect the Danish society’s 
view on the residence lifestyle, i.e. jobs application and housing options. This scenario hence creates 
a cycle whereby the difficulty in acquiring jobs or pathways to improve their quality of life will only 
stagnate the situation, if not making it worse. 
 Answering the second research question; do people living in highly segregated 
neighborhoods feel less integrated into the receiving society than people living in more mixed areas?, 
we found that a large majority of residence felt that living in Mjølnerparken did not make them any 
less integrated. In terms of subjective integration, it was found that spatial segregation in the case of 
Mjølnerparken was not the factor. The main reason ethnic minorities felt less integrated in the 
Danish society based on the survey was due to the language factor. This shows that the spatial 
segregation does not greatly affect the subjective integration of these ethnic minority communities 
but are based more on other aspects such as language or social interaction for example. 
  The third research question; is the city aware of problems which come into being through 
segregated neighborhoods and doing something about it?, focuses the attention on actions done by 
the authorities with power. Based on the interview, the Municipality of Copenhagen is highly aware 
of the current issues surrounding Mjølnerparken and policies surrounding this scenario have been 
developed. For example, policies to promote the moving-in of residents who are more economically 
stable into the neighborhood as previously mentioned. Various initiatives to increase the quality of 
life of residents in Mjølnerparken such as local job offices, language schools, as well as working with 
the police force to reduce crime in the area highlight the awareness on the situation of 
Mjølnerparken. 
 To conclude, the data shows that the people living in highly segregated neighborhoods are 
less functionally integrated due to the low rate of employment shown as well as the stigmatization 
received on the area. However, many of these ethnic minority residents do not feel less subjectively 
integrated in the Danish society because of the neighborhood due to reasons such as the social 
Segregation and Integration in Mjølnerparken 
 
45 
 
connection available in the area. As mentioned, almost half of the respondents felt relatively less 
integrated in the Danish society, this was mainly because of the lack of proficiency in the Danish 
language. This is solely based on the Mjølnerparken neighborhood and may not be the case for other 
ethnically segregated neighborhoods. In regards to the hypothesis, no solid conclusion can be drawn 
from this research, as the data has shown that integration covers a broad range of factors to be 
considered and functional integration seems to be highly effected but not the subjective integration 
of these minorities. 
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10. Appendix 
10.1 Figures 
 
Figure 1: Population Trends in Denmark (Source: Statistics Denmark) 
 
10.2 Tables 
Table 1: Immigrants represented above 10.000 in Denmark (Source: Statistics Denmark) 
Bosnia and Herzegovina 17.426 
Yugoslavia   10.199 
Norway    14.860 
Poland    29.903 
Romania   12.857 
United Kingdom  12.531 
Sweden   13.068 
Turkey    32.235 
Germany   28.690 
Somalia   10.168 
Afghanistan   11.585 
Iraq    21.163 
Iran    13.306 
Lebanon   12.086 
Pakistan   12.332 
 
Table 2: Immigrants in Denmark 2013 (Source: Statistics Denmark 
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10.3 Guideline for Interview 
Interview with the municipality on 6.12.2013 
 
Hello Mr. XX, thank you for your time and welcome to our interview, which we are going to 
use for our project work at Roskilde University. We choose to write about the housing 
project Mjølnerparken in relation to integration and have prepared some questions for you, 
which hopefully will give us deeper inside into the situation. Do you have any questions 
before we start? 
 
1) Would you please explain shortly your position and the work of the municipality in 
Copenhagen? 
 
2) How is the immigrant situation in Copenhagen in general, according to you? How many 
immigrants live in CPH approximately? Are there special immigrant reception areas where 
the percentage of immigrants is way above the average? How many housing projects are in 
CPH? How is the labor market situation for immigrants? Are there special programs at 
school? How do you think immigrants are perceived by the general public Danish society? 
 
3) What is the municipality of CPH doing to better integrate the immigrants? 
 
4) We’re particularly interested in Mjølnerparken, how do you perceive the situation there? Do 
you feel like it is integrated into the city? What are problems concerning this neighborhood? 
What are the courses of the problems, according to you? 
 
5) There are plans to renovate Mjølnerparken. What do you think about the masterplan? What 
needs to be changed in Mjølnerparken according to your opinion?  
 
6) Do you think the inhabitants of Mjølnerparken are integrated in the Danish society in 
Copenhagen? Do you think they have disadvantages because they are living there?  
10.4 Transcribed Interview 
A1: Hello Mr. XX, thank you for your time and welcome to our interview, which we are going to use 
for our project work at Roskilde University. We choose to write about the housing project 
Mjølnerparken in relation to integration and have prepared some questions for you, which hopefully 
will give us deeper inside into the situation. Do you have any questions before we start? 
B: Yes, maybe you can tell me what kind of project you are doing and if it is a big project or a small 
one? 
A1: Well, we are exchange students at Roskilde University. I am originally from Germany and he is 
from Australia, but… 
A2: …yeah Malaysia… born in Malaysia. 
A1: Yes, so and at Roskilde University the students have to work on a project every semester in little 
groups and we can choose our own topic and get a lecturer from the University as our supervisor and 
then we work on it. We are both studying Geography here, so we are from the Geography 
department and we will get 15 credit points for this project. We have to write about 45 pages. 
B: So it is not that small. 
Segregation and Integration in Mjølnerparken 
 
51 
 
A2: No, not like a short essay. 
B: Okay, great. 
A1: So then we can start with the first question? 
B: Yes, yes sure. 
A1: Yeah the first question … are you sure it is recording? 
A2: Yeah, I just checked it. 
A1: Very good. So as the first question we would then like to ask: Would you please explain your 
position and the work that you are doing and the work of the municipality in Copenhagen? 
 
B: Mhmm… yeah yeah. Well, I think you wrote something to the municipality in general when you 
first approached…. 
A2: Yeah, I wasn’t quite sure… 
B: …and then they send it to this administration. And we have maybe like 7 different administrations 
in Copenhagen and this one is sort of the integration …. Part of one of the administration… we have 
the labour market and then we also have the integration… as our focus in here is. And integration 
Copenhagen-wise is sort our initiatives on integration is not only this administration but actually all 
the other different administrations in general. So we are more coordinating and to follow up on all 
the different policies on integration and seeing that administrations are sort of working on it the way 
they planned. See that it steps forward as the way they planned. So we have on integration quite an 
coordinating role. Why they then send us your contact? Ehm it is because we also have had some 
work in Mjølnerparken specific. The former masterplan, the masterplan that succeeded this one that 
they are doing right now, had our administration in an XXX (instiring?) group and therefore we also 
have had quite a lot of work with the work being done in Mjølnerparken for several years. Right now 
it’s not so much anymore that our administration is there. We have some labour activities there of 
course, but we have stuff in Mjølnerparken that … that… so we can talk a little bit more about that. 
And then also I took some of the policies with me so can look at that. So I work on integration – 
inclusion – as we call it, cause we see also integration as something a little bit else than our inclusion 
affords, because we are trying to have a new discourse on the old integration affords, where there 
was a lot of focus on groups and the differences between ethnic minorities and majority groups. Sort 
of all gaps… focus on that. But now it’s more focus on resources of the different groups and 
individuals and sort of how we put people together and create a momentum for the city. Focus on 
including all the different groups and there are efforts being done. So that also of course talks a lot 
into what we are focusing on and how to … promote inclusion affords in housing areas, where there 
is a dense population of ethnic minorities of course, and how to sort of work with that. So hopefully I 
can put a little focus on your agenda as well, but also I worked on different things, so maybe not so 
specific on Mjølnerparken as it is right now.  
A2: Yeah 
B: We’ll see. 
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A1 (laughing): Okay. Good. Ehm okay so we thought maybe first you could give as an overview of 
what you know of the immigrant situation in Copenhagen in general. Like: Do you know how many 
immigrants live here approximately? And are there like Mjølnerparken like special immigrant 
reception areas where like the percentage of immigrants is relatively high? Because we only know… I 
mean we just came here so we don’t know that much about Copenhagen, but we heard about 
Mjølnerparken… so are there more areas like that? So yeah… 
B: Yeah… 
A1: Something like that. 
B: Sure. In general in Copenhagen there is about 22… around 22% I think of ethnic minorities in the 
city. So it’s every fifth more or less of… of… the population here has an ethnic minority background of 
some sort. Ehm I think back in the days, if we go back 20, 30 years the city planning was maybe not … 
well… seeing what was coming really…. In a Danish/Copenhagen context and … and the western 
situation… where people where put more or less into different housing areas. We have the ‘ghetto’ 
problematic… about people being sort of put into different places in the city and sort of yeah… that 
was the situation back then. And since then we have more or less been trying to work on these 
different areas to make them more inclusive towards the city in general. And also working on the 
different problematic issues that have arisen from having sort of this population coordination in the 
city. So we have some different areas in Copenhagen that more or less deals with the same problems 
and I also took this copy of a policy. I think you can have some good insides into the different 
initiatives being done in well… this being called ‘disadvantaged areas of Copenhagen’. Ehm it is not 
from our administration, it’s from the technical and environmental department… here in 
Copenhagen. But they sort of made this policy together with the different administrations in the 
cities. So you also see there which areas the city focuses more on. Where Mjølnerparken is part of 
what we call ‘the outer Nørrebro’, which is also one of the key areas of the work being done. But 
there are several other areas that are also of interest in this matter… you can see it here (pointing on 
a map). Just to mention some of them: It’s Tingbjerg, which is little bit sort of outside of Copenhagen, 
but also very similar to many of the things you see in Mjølnerparken. Then also in Amager we have 
some various … eh we call it ‘XXX (sounds like urban plane or sth)’ where there also are some 
initiatives going on. And then also around ehm Valby … if you know that area of the city, also towards 
Valby there are some different places where we have some initiatives going on. I think… I also copied 
that somewhere here….. the state…. The ministry also has a focus on which areas of the city, that 
that are sort of… we are not calling them ‘ghettos’, but we are calling them ‘disadvantaged areas’, 
right? (laughing) So, but… but… they have this list of ALL the areas in Denmark. You can also have this 
one… it’s in Danish though. But you can see here (turning to back of first page) the list of of of areas 
In Copenhagen. We have Mjølnerparken here (pointing). But we also have some of the other areas 
that are also mentioned.  
A1: So are the other areas, are those more like neighborhoods? Because Mjølnerparken is a housing 
project?! 
B: It’s a housing project (overlapping).  
A1: So the other areas: Are they housing projects or is there more like naturally…. 
B: Ehm, a little bit of both, I would say. 
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A1: Ah. 
B2: Ehm some of them… ehm… let me see…. Eh “Lundtoftegade…” for instance is also more or less a 
housing area. And… eh… Sjælør Boulevard is a wide street but that’s also near Valby as we talked 
about, where they have some different housing areas in it. So. Yeah it’s a little bit of a… of a mix, but 
its more or less the same concept… 
A1: Ah okay. Okay. 
B2: … with the dense population of ethnic minorities… 
A2: Yeah. 
B2: …in some housing areas. Then we can also see this is the amount of inhabitants (pointing at the 
chart). And eh…. The amount of people who are not in jobs or in education (pointing at the chart). I 
can also write it above so you can see it. And then also the amount of immigrants in general, in total 
(pointing at the chart). And also a parameter that focusses on on if they have been convicted of any 
of sort of crime. 
A2: Ahhh yeah. 
B2: And that’s sort of the three things that they measure, that they make this this… different 
“params?” here (turning the page, pointing). 
A1: Ah okay. 
B2: Yeah that that… Yeah I can just make some notes when we finish.  
A1: Yes, so that would already be like part also of this question, like: How is the labour market 
situation or the school situation? Are there special programs? Like for example for to learn the 
language faster or something like this? Or… I mean do you know of any of this? 
B: Yeah. Ehm… There are a few different approaches to it. There are language schools. We have I 
think its four language schools in Copenhagen… 
A1: Mhm. 
B: … where people when they come, they… if they newly arrive, they actually get free education, 
Danish education for… for… for an amount of years. Ehm… so it’s an offer, that that they sort of get. 
And and you can always sort of train your Danish this way or the other. It’s not everybody who uses 
this of course. That’s also why there had been made some initiatives sort of to to ‘drag’ the language 
school initiatives to the housing areas themselves. So they have… I don’t know… what word… but 
sort of you take the staff and then move them to the housing areas and make the education there. 
There are some examples of that being done also. And that’s also actual the same with the different 
kind of job centers. We have the different job centers coordinated by the city, where people go if 
they, when they…. Yeah…. It it it depends of what situation they are in, of course… and what kind of 
social service they they are on. Ehm… but there are different parts of the… of the… of the city 
whether then go to a different job center. Ehm… but we also then have some part of the, of the city 
where we have the job centers coming to the housing area themself and has an office there. And 
does as much work as possible from the housing area itself, trying to get sort of more convenient, 
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that’s one thing, but also more safe for people to come and sort of making it easier for people also to 
to go there and also for the the staff to know the inhabitants or the population there much better…. 
Trust issues and all that. So for instance in Mjølnerparken there is in the in the… in the… house, 
where the the plan eh…. Of Mjølnerparken is being organized from… They also have an office, the job 
center, where they sit and the people can come in and out directly and have a talk about different 
things going on. Ehm….. in general… if if if we look at at at… eh people in jobs, it’s it’s of course… it’s 
an issue in the vulnerable disadvantaged areas. Of course there are more people without jobs and 
eh… I think it’s up to eh.. mhm… I think it’s it’s more or less a third… something like that… ehm of of 
of people in housing areas compared to other parts of Copenhagen in general. So that, of course 
there is a diff… a big difference there… 
A2: Mhm. 
B: Ehm… to focus on. And.. ehm… ehm… however there are also sort of some some positive aspects 
in it. That we also see that that … that that there is declining number and people are actually in the 
housing areas, more of them are in jobs as it is, as it is now. And ehm… in general if you look at 
‘Why?’ because of the crisis and everything… it’s it’s been difficult to turn…  
A1: Mhm. 
B: …to turn this situation around. But there has also been made some policy work in it. So that 
people moving in to these areas eh… ehm… they called it “flexible renting”… ehm but it all actually 
means that you cannot move to these areas anymore if you are – the one who signs the contract – if 
you are not in jobs… 
A2: Ahhh! 
B: …or if you are in some sort of some sort of social service. And if you are in contact with the… with 
the system in in some way. So… it it’s it’s a way of sort of putting in people with more resources into 
these, into these areas. And, and, and trying to, to sort of take the ones that are without jobs and 
without, with social issues and spread them more around the city. To sort of have a focus on ehm the 
impact of different kind of works. So the, the, the flexible housing, the flexible renting, it’s a, it’s a 
policy, that.. policy work, that sort of is being, is being used to, to also, to, to have the focus on the, 
the… the job ehm situation in these areas.  
A1: Mhm. 
B: And if you look at Mjølnerparken over the last six years ehm you’ll also see quite a decline. Eh and 
if you look at Tingbjerg it’s, it’s even more, which is outside of Copenhagen. And that’s actually quite 
interesting, because the, the number of, of ethnic minorities living there is more or less the same… 
Actually it’s rising a little bit in Tingbjerg, but still ehm… yeah… people are, are in jobs more 
frequently than they were. So that is actually some, some of the positive aspects of it: Seeing that, 
that the, the attachment of the job market is going up, even though also the ethnic concentration is 
going up as well. Ehm… that’s about the general numbers. In general it’s a more, more, more… 
yeah… ehm… yeah… flat line.  
A2: Yeah ehm… and ehm… I was just reading some articles and like there were always mentioning 
about like ‘Danishness’ and the Danish culture. 
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B: Ja. 
A2: And like yeah… we just want to ask and just find out like… how to… like this immigrants are 
perceived by society. I mean moving away from neighborhoods and more to like society like general 
public… 
B: Mhm. 
A2: … you know. Yeah… what, well we just want to know like what do you think on like this ‘Danish 
culture’, because like I found out like a lot like it’s like, it’s always based around like it’s a lot… 
contestable like it… there is a fixed culture. And like yeah… we just want to, just thought would be 
interesting to know like what you think… 
B: Yeah definitely. 
A2: … how they are perceived.  
B: Ehm… and that’s also ehm… that’s also why it’s, it’s that this office is the right one to talk to, 
because we are also on the focus on the inclusion policy in general. The inclusion policy, which is the 
integration in old days, but which is now called the inclusion policy. Ehm well, that policy has a lot 
focus on bringing groups together. And sort of also working a little bit on ‘the Danishness’, seeing the 
assets of, of… of diversity. And sort of making diversity sort of a thing that integrates in all kind of 
aspects and levels of society. So we have a lot of focus on sort of… for instance ehm… with different 
kind of companies to have a focus to work with them on, on recruiting in, in… with a focus on 
diversity, sort of the assets of that also. And then of course also in the housing areas. That’s another 
issue of how to mix groups and, and, and sort of get some, some new things out of that. Ehm in 
general I think Copenhagen is a little bit more progressive maybe then we see it in the rest of 
Denmark, because it’s also in Copenhagen where, of course, more of the immigrants and more of the 
ethnic minorities actually live. So. In Copenhagen there have been policy work on it for more years 
and if you go to the outskirts of Denmark, then you don’t really see the same amount of ethnic 
minorities… living. It’s, it’s, it’s the wholly growing, because as it is right now, if you, as if a refugee or 
an immigrant come to Denmark you, you never directly come into Copenhagen, because they tend to 
spread people out in the beginning if, if you, if you come as a fugitive of some… some… some 
country. So there is sort of… they’re trying to spread it out a little bit more. But, of course, 
Copenhagen drags a lot of, of immigrants and if they lived here for, for some time of course they 
flock to the cities and their family comes and they bring also of course wives or, or family from, from, 
from their home countries. So over years of course there is accumulated ehm… now 22% eh of the 
population. So we mostly focus on, on seeing the assets of, of Copenhagen being this diverse city 
and, and actually make… not making it sort of an issue if Copenhagen is diverse, because it is. And, 
and we have to, to work on it in, in a way where we see the benefits of this work. Ehm, that’s the 
other one (giving another brochure). It’s not so fully on, on eh… eh… on the initiatives being done, 
but you can also have a look on the inclusion policy here… in general, which tried to conceptualize a 
lot of the work being done on sort of bringing the diversity forward… driving it forward. It call… it’s 
called ‘Engage in Copenhagen’ and sort of also saying that it’s, it’s… it goes both ways. That it’s a lot 
of the civil society that we need to bring forward. We need to focus very much on, on a strong civil 
society to bring forward these issues. Eh… so a lot of work is being done in partnerships with 
organizations, with, with, with groups of people and, and making initiatives going that way around. 
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So if… focus on, on making sort of the diverse…. eh city is, is, is, is … yeah the key aspect of, of the 
policy. But you can have a look. It’s quite easy to read.  
A2: Mhm. 
A1: Okay. Mhm… so yeah the next question I think you already, you already answered it kind of… Like 
it would be: What is the municipality of Copenhagen doing to better integrate the immigrants? 
B: Mhm. 
A1: But I guess yeah you already talked about the programs… 
B: Ehm yeah both, but yeah. But… 
A1: If there is anything you want to add maybe. 
B: Yeah. Can I just bring one paper? 
A1: Yes. Sure 
A2: Sure. 
B: Because there is just something I would like to show you.  
[B is leaving the room to get a paper.] 
A1: But now he didn’t really say anything about how the immigrants are perceived, right? 
A2: Yeah, no he didn’t. That’s what I was thinking… Shall I ask him? 
A1: Yeah. 
[B entering the room.] 
B: Mhm… because… mhm was there more to the question or what would you like me to…?  
A1: No, we just said to the question before like maybe: Do you know if there are problems… I mean 
since I am from Germany we kind of have a lot of immigration… 
B: Yeah. 
A1: …’topics’ (laughing), that everyone is always discussing about. But are there like… How does the 
Danish society generally perceive the immigrants? Like are there some problems or some…. Yeah… 
like sometimes we also have on our news that people attacked immigrants for example and… 
because they blame them for taking jobs… 
B: Yeah. 
A1: …and something like this. So… 
B: Yeah. 
A1: Yeah. 
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B: Yeah… I think in the public discourse of course there is a lot of things going on and, and much of it, 
much of it is on, on, on, on feeling safe in the city. On crime, on violence and, and, and these kind of 
things…eh. So I think in general public there is sort of this.. eh… there is often… eh… eh…. Also 
politically led sort of… it… it’s eh… it’s discourse being pro… pro… eh promoted… eh from different 
policies. But, but of course on, on ethnic minorities not being in jobs, eh… being a burden to society 
economic-wise and also cultural-wise, because the… eh they … eh they, they, they are more 
represented in crime statistics and… 
A2: Yeah. 
B: … and these things around. So of course there are discourses as we see in… in I think in all of 
Western Europe at the moment being pushed forward a little bit… on, on the, the sort of the 
‘challenges’ of… 
A1: Mhm. 
B: … of these things. So… so there… ehm… yeah what can you do about that? Because you can, you 
can … 
A1: Ja. 
B: … you can always just have a focus on ‘What is the reality actually?’ and trying to have a focus on 
what is the, the core, core problems and, and, if you dig into it of course it’s more social related, 
much of it and, and if you sort of, sort of going into the different levels of it you can make different 
initiatives that target different, different elements of the problem. I think… ehm… in, in Denmark it’s 
also … a, a, a new group.. soc… not.. sort of.. social-wise, but economically-wise, that… it’s, it’s a 
poorer group that than we actually have had for, for many years so… so it also gives ehm to some 
extend some, some challenges … eh that are socially led. But… it’s also, and that’s the policy also 
works on it, also shifting the focus on all the problems always but also having a focus on all the 
positive aspects and the growth to Copenhagen that also ethnic minorities actually come with. And 
we had, we just ehm… also organized a new house called ‘international house’, which tries to bring 
all there… is not.. it’s very close to here, but…. bring, bring all the, the different administrational ehm 
offices together that work on welcoming… welcoming people and making it easier. But that’s more, 
much more on the, sort of the, the talented, the, the one with education that come and, and bring 
growth… eh spouses… and these kind of initiatives. So it’s, it’s on many levels that, that it’s being 
worked. But, the, the reason that I brought this one (pointing at the brochure) is because we also 
measure on different kind of, of things that is… we… we… four years back of this policy we decided in 
this four-year-policy we gonna focus on these elements. And, and I can just look through them so 
(turning pages) you can see also what kind of ehm… ehm… what kind of eh… things that’s actually…. 
Ahhhhh….(looking for something on the page)… there well… It’s maybe not too easy for you to see 
(laughing), but ehm… but we have these four areas of, of it, sort of a lot of focus eh… on schools ah… 
so I can just use it as ah to remind myself (meaning the paper), to have a focus on schools. How do, 
how do pupils perform in schools? Ehhh… do we maybe need them to make some different kind of 
initiatives for different kind of pupils? Ehm… also youth education and what is the gaps between 
different kind of groups according to youth eh.. education. And also eh how eh schools are put 
together. Then of course the other one is also the labor market and the jobs situation eh where we 
see a dense…. problem… Maybe I should just say about the schools before I leave that one. It’s that 
there is a focus on this gap between how ethnic minority kids perform and then how ethnic majority 
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kids perform. And that gap in grades is slowly slowly diminishing, but it, it, it is really slow (laughing). 
So, so.. I think it… we just made sort of progressive eh… sort of view on it. It will take like 17 years 
before this gap is eliminated if we continue at this pace. The… of course there is a lot of things that, 
that challenges that sort of assumption, but, but just to, to see how is it been and how does it look in 
the, in the… things to come. According to work we also focus very much on the same think you 
know…. On the ethnic minorities compared to ethnic majorities, where … the, the gap between the 
two groups is, is more or less ehm double. And ehm…. And in it, it will also take like in this case it 
would take up to 30 years before that, that gap is diminished if we continue with these things were 
are doing now. Not saying that it’s not possible to do anything about it, but just saying we need to do 
something else. We need to have another approach to how we will look at education, how we look 
at, at, at job situation and, and, and, and then maybe adjust our services so that people have equal 
opportunities in, in, in, in using these things. So it’s sort of twisting a little bit around seeing our 
services and then how to, to, to, to succeed with equal opportunities for the different groups. And 
that also sort of have a focus on the other elements that, that maybe is not relevant for me to go 
through here, but also how people use the different institutions of the city… eh cultural institutions, 
leisure… ehm… leisure, leisure activities and these things… How is the health situation among ethnic 
minorities compared to, to ehm to the majority? A case study being, being done there showed that, 
that ethnic minority group ehm sort of… ehm… wide scaled… they get older ten years before sort of 
the, the, the majority group. And what I mean by that is that it t.., they come into the system then 
years before.. ehm.. So if you put sort of have the same health standard for both groups you could 
actually safe ten years of, of, of activities for the… this immense group. So that’s a lot of money to, 
to, to sort of spare if, if you could rise the health situation of the groups. That also has… yeah… eh… 
so that’s another issue, but ehm… yeah.  
A1: Mhm. Okay…. Okay. Good. Ehm then: Yeah, we are particularly interested in Mjølnerparken, as 
we already said. 
B: Yes. 
A1: So what can you tell us about the situation there and do you feel like it’s good int… like 
integrated into the city? And ehm what are problems concerning this neighborhood or this housing 
project? And what are the reasons for the problems according to you? Like… that’s the… you can just 
start with the first question (laughing)… that’s like this area yeah… 
A2: Just yeah general… 
B: Okay.  
A1: Yeah. 
B: Ehm… statistics about Mjølnerparken. You probably know them, but you can just see them here 
again. We have around 2.000 people living there. Ehm… if you look at the ethnic concentration ehm… 
eh… (looking for the number in the chart)… eh… where… there! Ehm it’s up to fift… 85%... it’s a…. so 
85% of the 2.000 people living there has an ethnic minority background. Ehm and then of course it’s 
very interesting for you to see how does that also then influence in all different other parameters 
that you see ehm in this housing area. Ehm… I think… what from the municipality has been done 
quite recently is to have a look…. Have you been there? Have you been out there to have a look? 
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A1: No, not yet. We wanted to… 
A2: I have only been to Nørrebro, but not… 
B: … specifically there.  
A1: No.  
B: But it’s, it’s sort of four blocks. 
A1: Oh yeah we saw… 
B: Not locked-up blocks, but… 
A1: We have seen the pictures… yeah… mhm.. 
B: Sort of four…. Ehm what do you call them? But ehm… (laughing) sort of compounds of some sort… 
ehm… that are very much closed. So…. The city right now just recently decided to, to spend a huge 
amount of money on, on creating sort of a, a different physical environment out there. That’s… 
buildings being torn down, there are… ehm… being built something… thing… something new, some 
of the apartments are being put together to make bigger… also for attracting different kind of 
people. Eh… and also bring in some more local… local shops and, and different kind of things… So 
there is a lot of sort of planning being done to open up this area. That’s gonna be sort of putting to 
action over the next years. Eh and I think that’s been one of the, the issues about Mjølnerparken. It’s 
that it has been very closed around itself and, and… and ehm… and, and it, and it has sort of been a 
place some sort of and .. it’s been within the city, it’s quite central in Copenhagen, but still it’s eh, it’s 
a place that closes around itself in many ways. So that’s what’s being done right now and hopefully it 
can bring new energy also to the area and make it more transparent and, and giving it a flow of 
people in and out, because as it is right now, people do not go there, if they don’t live there. And 
that… you can’t say that about many places in Copenhagen, right? There is always way to pass 
through it, because you need to go somewhere else. But they actually have some quite new park 
arrangement out there, but, but still it’s not been opened so to speak. So you really needed a good 
reason to go there, before you, you actually did. It’s, it’s not a bad place, it’s, it’s actually quite, quite 
good standard, but then you will also see it when you get there that there has been done a lot of 
work also already, but… but this initiatives then to open it up even more. Ehm… if you then look at 
the, the people who live there… well it’s been ehm quite a lot of people living there with Palestinian 
background from some of the refugee camps in both Libanon, Syria or… in Jordan coming in. So… 
ehm… there have been quite a, or still is, a lot of families living there with some quite severe post-
traumatic stress syndroms. And especially if you look at some of the women, who are not involved in 
any labor market activities, sitting at home… and, and sort of reaching out to these groups is, is quite 
a big issue being, being done right now… or have been, been, been doing for, for, for some years. 
Ehm… and then also about the youth situation: It’s quite big families out there and it’s small 
apartments and there’s lot of people living in them. So… so… if you have a family, normal family with 
maybe four or five children, which is usual, then it’s easily a small place to be if you have two rooms. 
So that’s a lot of things going on in… if you go there, you will see there is a loooot of kids. And the 
sort of percentage of people under eh under 15, or maybe under 20, I don’t remember, but half of … 
half of the people living there are kids more or less… right? So there is…. Yeah… so there is a lot of 
things going on… good, good and bad. But there are then being done some, some quite big ehm 
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initiatives on, on creating more safety or… yeah… some initiatives that focus directly on these issues 
as well.  
A1: So the criminal rate there is.. like is there a specific statistic about it? Like is it significantly higher 
than also in other like immigrant reception areas or is it just basically like what… like ‘normal’… or? 
B: Mhm. Ja. 
A1: Because I think we also read that there used to be some gang action and… 
A2: There are a lot of gangs… 
B: Yeah. There are a little bit of… there are some gang activities going on there. It’s, it’s maybe not so 
easy to say that it’s, it’s Mjølnerparken specifically, because there are also other housing areas out 
there that sort of… mhm.. there is a mix… and people also, also sort of go from place to place. And 
its… the area in itself has had some, some issues with, with gang activities. Ehm and of course that’s… 
there is also some initiatives being done to sort of work on these issues. But it’s true. It’s a… ehm… 
for the last four or five years there has been a gang called ‘Brothas’, that’s been quite big out there. 
Ehm and eh ehm a lot of work have been done by the police and also from Lejerbo, who work there… 
as ehm…. As a masterplan out there in, in connection with each other. And then also the, the elected 
president of Mjølnerparken, who also sits there to sort of work on these issues to, to, to… yeah to, 
to, to find some common ground of it. But, yes, that of course has also been one of the major issues 
in Mjølnerparken over the last many years.  
A1: Okay. 
A2: But the gangs…. It’s like irrelevant, but the gangs, are they.. like the gang activities, is it really big 
gang activities with like guns and weapons or is it just like … 
B: Ehm.. 
A1: …some youth or yeah… 
A2: Youth yeah… 
B: Well it’s a little bit of both isn’t there? It’s youth. It’s kids. Ehm it’s eh… below 20 most of them, 
around 20, below 20. Ehm so…. I think there is also this about people looking up to them… maybe it’s 
some of the old, cooler guys… 
A2: Yeah. 
B: …and they flock around it. And eh.. Yes, there has been drugs involved, there has been weapon 
involved… it’s blackmail involved and, and severe violence involved also. So there have been some 
different kind of cases compared to the different gangs and the groups out there. Ehm…. Yeah. And 
then of course also sort of the gangs towards each other around the city and that creates some 
unsafe environments and maybe not a place where you go with your kids in the parks out there so 
much. So, so of course it influences a lot of things when, when you, when you don’t feel safe…. how 
you use the city. And that’s also one of the reasons for opening up like this, that making it more 
transparent. But ehm… what can I more say about the gangs? It’s ehm… puh… yeah. Ehm… we have 
some specific initiatives called ‘Hotspot’. There is two places in Nørrebro that focus on… eh one 
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focusses on the inner Nørrebro and then the outer Nørrebro, which is around Mjølnerparken and the 
other areas out there. But the thing is about this Hotspot is that we put together three different 
administrations.. both our administration and then social affairs and then also the, the 
administration that deals with youth. So that we can work in a taskforce kind of approach to, to, to 
putting on the municipality in a stronger position there. Right… you can, I don’t know, it’s not too 
much in English, but compare… I took just (looking through papers)… the, the people sitting out 
there. Ehm you can check on the internet and find maybe some material. I am not sure if it’s all in 
Danish, but they ehm… the Hotspot here (circling an address on a paper) that’s the one sitting in 
outer Nørrebro, working on these issues. So if you wanna know more about these things it’s maybe 
there to, to have some focus on it. What I can say is that we from the municipality every year sort of 
take the temperature of, of, of ehm… how people feel safe and how much crime is being committed 
in different areas and trying to make that into one index and then see which areas of the cities are 
more or less safe…. or appearing more or less safe. And the area around Mjølnerparken is, is still and 
has been eh one of the areas that needs intensified action. You can sort of say we have sort of a 
range from ‘no action needed’ to, to the highest. And the area out there is still among those areas in 
the city that are ehm… where most work needs to be done. Some of the other areas ehm is, is also 
around here actually, just around the central station. And also around Christiania ehm in 
Christianshavn. Ehm and then also inner-city. Ehm that’s more or less because there is a lot of crime 
being done… sort of small crime, but then also drugs involved and these kind of things. But if you go 
to go to Nørrebro where there are also quite some areas then it’s, it’s more these things that come 
into, into, into play, where people do not feel safe in the streets and do not feel safe there. But… that 
said people are also happy about living in, in some of these areas. Of course people also tend to flock 
to these areas. Why do people do that? Of course also networks mean a lot of things. So it’s not all 
bad because many good things also come out of strong networks. And ehm… now just interrupt me if 
I am going to far! 
A1 and A2 laughing. 
B: But some of the newest things being done in this also shows that, that networks is one of the … I 
mean it’s not new, but now there is evidence behind it, that network is also one of the main key 
things finding jobs and creating sort of a new life for yourself. And especially for ethnic minorities, 
especially for refugatives coming, but if you have a look at ethnic minorities eh it doesn’t really 
matter so much ehm where you live, who is in your network, but, but if the people in your network 
can help you sort of breaking doors ehm then ehm, then it will have some huge effect. So, so that’s 
maybe also why you see as I mentioned in Tingbjerg, that even though the environment of people 
with ethnic minority background is going up, people are still coming more into jobs than, than, than 
before. Because the network there also has great impact on it. Of course there are then other issues, 
maybe that’s problematic… eh with a huge concentration of ethnic minorities eh sort of taking part in 
the city and also being social mobilized to different parts of the, the city life in general.  
A2: Okay. Yeah the next question I think we also or you also already answered was the city about the 
masterplan. Like there are plans to renovate Mjølnerparken. What do you think about the 
masterplan? What needs to be changed in Mjølnerparken according to your opinion? Like, but… if 
you just want to say something more. I mean you already said something, but… (laughing) 
B: (laughing) Yeah. I am thinking the masterplan is a huge step towards sort of making a new, new 
approach in Mjølnerparken. So I am very keen on seeing how it goes from here. And it’s been on the 
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way for some time and, and I think it ehm it will be very interesting. Mhm… ehm… I think there are 
some main issues that are being dealt already with in Mjølnerparken, that are interesting to follow 
also. I also mentioned this, but with the, the group of minority women sitting at home and, and being 
far, far away from society in general, from jobs and being ehm being with some kind of stress-
syndroms of different kinds. The health situation is not good and reaching out to these groups is one 
of the bigger challenges still. Eh… it al, it also goes for the men, that you see them more often more 
active in social life than you see some of these women. That has many reasons, but, but reaching out 
and, and sort of making some safe, safe spaces for the women out there are crucial I think. For, for 
the housing area also. And there are being done some things about that at the moment, which are 
quite interesting also to follow. I think also the, the youth, the amount of youth out there also, it’s, 
it… then you need to, to have some activities that also target these groups of youth, because you 
can’t see it as an ordinary housing area in other kind of, in other parts of the city, because the, the, 
the people living there are put together very much differently. So… so also to have a strong focus on, 
on, on the youth situation with the different clubs from, from different administration with youth 
clubs and, and facilities for youth. And then also giving some, some activity, opportunities for youth 
out there. Also quite important. And then of course from my position, from this administration 
position, the job situation of course is also very important. Ehm and creating more job opportunities 
in different ways. Ehm. Yeah.  
A2: Is there an average like figure to the employment in Mjølnerparken? 
B: Yeah. Yeah I think it’s here (pointing on a scale).  
A2: Ah okay. 
B: Eh without… yeah you see it’s 46 % with… without jobs or not in education. So yeah half, more or 
less, of the people living there are in no jobs or on no formal education at this time. But that also… 
that is not just a number, it also has an impact on, on the life that is being lived in these areas. 
Because if you do not have to get up at six o’clock each morning, then of course it also has an impact 
on how you life the rest of your day. So, it’s also sort of, that’s also what I mentioned, it’s, it’s a 
different kind of… if, if you have this concentration of things then social life is much different. Then 
it’s ehm normal to stay out late and, and, and… yeah. There are a lot of things going on. So. So that’s 
what’s also, when some of the challenges that, that they see (pointing on a brochure). It’s technical 
and environment, but that, that, that bringing in new groups from job market is a then… yeah… there 
are some challenges…. because social life is… has been lived differently… according to job situation, 
the size of the ehm housing, number of kids and these things… Mhmmm. But… yeah. But it is 
interesting and I think ehm… this about also… bringing up Mjølnerparken to the rest of the city and 
bring the city to Mjølnerparken is crucial and therefore I think the masterplan is, is, is quite 
interesting because ehm…. making people use the…. Eh… just, just sort of using some of the, the 
different offers in the city, a few block away can be seen as a challenge, because its outside 
Mjølnerparken and these things. So breaking these things down a bit and, and making Mjølnerparken 
more part of the city. 
A2: Which is exactly what we gonna ask in the next question (laughing). 
A1: Yeah, that is the last question: It’s basically like our ‘our’ question.  
A2: Yeah for the project… 
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B: Mhm. 
A1: Do you think that the inhabitants of Mjølnerparken are integrated into the Danish society in 
Copenhagen? And like do you think they have disadvantages because they ive there like… 
B: Yeah. 
A2: … yeah the connection between Mjølnerparken and integration basically. 
B: Mhm. Mhmmmm…. Well yeah it, it sums up a lot of the things that we have been around of 
course, but yes of course there are some, some, some quite, quite big challenges from a community 
like Mjølnerparken that has been closed itself for many, many years. So ehm… so bringing out and 
strengthening the ties from Mjølnerparken to different parts of the city is, is, is quite interesting to, 
to work more on. Eh and also to have a focus on the different groups of immigrants, its … usually 
people just characterize ethnic minority groups in general, but of course there are a lot nuances in 
this, this, this group and, and also have a focus on… the, the specific people living in, in 
Mjølnerparken ehm… is, is, is crucial in putting some steps forward. Ehm… so… so…. Yeah. There are 
these, these challenges but ehm… I also think that some of.. from the municipality side trying to, to 
open it up, trying to built bridges more, from Mjølnerparken and other… a lot of initiatives going into 
Mjølnerparken sort of from the outside environment sort of bringing in into Mjølnerparken as I said 
the job market activities. They have the job centers there, language put them in there… But then also 
some sort of going the other way. Sort of: How do we bridge the other way? So there are also a lot of 
organizations that work as, as sort of strengthening the bridges to cultural life. So they, they partner 
up with the organizations in Mjølnerparken and then they bring people out. And sort of… that’s, 
that’s crucial I think, I think also in, in opening up, in increasing the integration ehm inclusion efforts. 
Because if you have a look at the integration, all kind of integration, there are some gaps between 
the groups of course. Some of them are more severe than others. And these are quite big, right? 
(pointing on the scale) Eh… attachment to job market, eh the education, crime statistics, the amount 
of people living there. But that’s the structural things and I think we, we, we can work a lot on the 
structural things, there is a lot of work that needs to be done and also to be strengthened in, in 
multiple equal opportunities. But on the other side it is also very important to sort of bringing out 
people from this area and ehm strengthen the cohesion in the city in that way. So making people also 
feeling more ehm engaged –to go back to this expression- engaged in Copenhagen. That… yeah. I 
think there is, there is been this sort of this study also showing that ethnic minorities in general has a 
lot more difficulties in, in seeing themselves as Danish, but seeing themselves as Copenhagener is 
much, much easier. 
A2: Mhm. 
A1: Mhm. 
B: So, so that’s also that spin off that we are trying to use, the momentum we are trying to use here 
so to say. We all are from Copenhagen, we all have responsibility, we all need to work with each 
other and we need to sort of use each other the best way possible.  
A2: Yeah. And ehm… regarding the question of like do you think they’ve some disadvantages living 
there? And like in a sense as well like put themselves say job application or any application for their 
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matter where they have to fill out their addresses and say like they are from Mjølnerparken. Do you 
think there is a impact on whatever they are trying to do, being from Mjølnerparken? Like… 
B: Mhm… 
A1: Stereotypes. 
A2: … like people stigmatizing… 
B: Yeah yeah yeah. Well there has been a lot of discussion about going around it and there has also 
been made some testing that hasn’t really shown any difference, but, but I think it’s also sort of 
what, what you feel yourself in these situations and eh and ehm… and how you comprehend the 
situation yourself. But … but… It’s eh also very important to stress that in, in according to 
discrimination and these kind of things… ehm ethnic minorities feel… or… report discrimination like 
three times as much as the ethnic majority. So around 20% of the ethnic minorities say they have 
been discriminated in some, some way and, and that, that’s a number we can’t overlook. It’s really 
serious. And, and a lot of that discrimination is, is connected to, to either sort of traffic in the city… 
buses, trains and what you see when you sort of enter these things. But a lot of it is, the most 
important thing is, it’s also in the job situation, that you been discriminated, feeling discriminated in 
different kind of jobs. Ehm, so, we are not gonna sort of… get far enough if we are not focused on 
bringing down the discrimination rate towards ethnic minorities. Ehm, so that’s huge initiative also 
in, in, in having that focus. And I think from, from the city perspective maybe it’s not so much 
discrimination that we are saying, but we are saying ‘creating equal opportunities’, but it’s more or 
less sort of the same approach that has a focus on, on, on the group, the individual and, and 
strengthen that position in general. But specifically to living in Mjølnerparken and, and yeah… that 
job application there… yeah… ehm ehm mhm… of course it’s a stigmatized area. Eh it’s always 
problematic, when, when you sort of are on a list like this (pointing on a chart) that everybody can go 
and see ‘Ohhh this area and that area is sort of where all the problems are’. So… so.. so there is also 
that discussion that goes around in how, how much this list actually also sort of strengthened ehm 
stigmatization of areas in general and then… it then gets into this, this loop. Ehm I think from the 
municipality side It’s a, it’s… they also see these areas as sort of ehm an integration machine, I think, I 
call it from time to time. Where you see people coming in and also coming out. Sort of in, out. And 
then moving to other parts of the city. So, so sort of taking some stepping stones while being in 
Mjølnerparken and then maybe proceeding, or not, if you like being there of course… it’s a nice place 
there, some, some nice places around. Then you stay. But it sort of builts, builts, builts up the other 
way around also. Ehm… but if you look at the youth group, there you will find a lot of identification 
with Mjølnerparken: ‘I am from Mjølnerparken and this is what we do and we are this kind of 
people’. So that of course is, is also a challenge, because it is sort of segmentated around the city, we 
have too many of these, these places where you sort of have individual identification. 
A1: Mhm. 
A2: Like with regards to the.. I just thought like, because I couldn’t get in any contact with the 
Lejerbo… so if ehm the masterplan or this like inclusionplan like is there any… do you feel like it’s are 
the inhabitants that really, are they restrictive? Like… or like they accepting of all this masterplan to 
integrate them into the city? Do you, do you know if they wanna remain an identity of 
Mjølnerparken?  
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B: Ehm…. I think a little bit of both. I think this is also a little bit about ehm change in general. It’s 
always about ‘Where are we going? What is all this about?’. And also the information level that you 
get. There is a lot of rumors going around in, in these very closed communities. It’s, it’s so easy to 
create a rumor and, and it goals to many, many, many things. When, whenever there is some new 
initiatives going on, it’s, it’s, it’s crucial to have a good communication plan about it. And also have 
some people in the environment so, sort of bring forward the, the initiatives themselves. I think 
that’s, that’s also for Mjølnerparken so important that they have different…. sort of strategical eh 
persons in Mjølnerparken, that they can also work with and, and trust in these issues, in bringing 
correct information to the groups. So… I think that’s also a lot of being, a lot work being done, in, in 
sort of the social work in Mjølnerparken. It’s also to strengthening these ties, to, to the networks of 
Mjølnerparken, to the different small organizations, female groups, youth groups or whatever. 
Organization that can bring forward also some information that are not being sort of skewed, are not 
being ehm… eh manipulized. 
A2: So it’s a little both. Right? 
B: Yeah. Eh. 
A2: It just depends on… 
B: Ehm… yeah. Ehm… The question is? 
A2: It’s just more of like… no, I just wanna know like are the people really acceptive… 
B: Oh yeah. 
A2: … to these changes?  
B: I think, I think, I think ehm… in a real democratic way there is also going to be a vote on it. 
A2: Right. 
B: Because the technical, the technical department here, they always have hearings in the areas 
when they set these things through. So there is been some hearing rounds for people of the 
neighborhood to come with their own ideas and, and also the groups. Of course you can’t get 
everything, but, but at least there is procedure that ensures that people are being heard… and their 
wishes and ideas are taken into account. And then of course the municipality and Lejebro 
cooperation have, have, have developed the plan and, and put it forward again for, for voting as I 
understand it. So if… I believe that here in, in ehm the beginning of 2014 in spring…  
A1: Mhm. 
B: There is going to be a vote, there is going to be a vote on the plan. Ehm something is going to 
happen for sure, but it’s just how it’s gonna be. And of course there are always when you change 
some power relations in the, in an environment, some will be happy, some won’t. And some will lose 
power from, from opening up and some will gain. Of course that’s sort of the, the issues that you see 
in every part of community…. every part of political life. That, that there will be people promoting 
and people sort of restricting and holding back. Ehm I think the most important think about 
Mjølnerparken is that they have the, the council, or what you call it, of, of Mjølnerparken. The people 
elect that from all the, all the people living in Mjølnerparken. I think it’s every second year, or every 
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year, I am not sure. But at least every second year, they vote for… eh… who is representing 
Mjølnerparken for the next period. And right now it’s been, been some quite big changes over the 
last years, in, in how this group is put together and, and for the first time as I recall for many years, 
there are now also women in the group and they are a more of diverse group, both of immigrants 
and majority and minority groups. It’s, it’s, it’s a mixed group compared to what’s been before. And 
ehm… I think Lejerbro has a good cooperation as I hear it, with the, with the group as it is now and, 
and can bring forward some things in joint efforts. So that’s of course also important that you are no 
clashing when you put in things like this forward. Not saying that’s good or bad, but I am just saying 
that that is the situation as it is right now, right?  
A2: Okay. So if you don’t want to add anything then that was the last question.  
B: Mhm…. What can I add? Well, it’s, it’s really interesting and I think it’s one of the major issues of, 
of creating a city that’s coherent, where everybody sort of can, can, can live together, you need to 
have a focus on the different places in the city, where there are some challenges also. Ehm and a lot 
of work is being done in these matters. So.. so… there are quite a few, not, not many policies that 
goes on sort of all seven administrations in Copenhagen. And this one (pointing at one) about the 
areas is one of them, where everybody sort of put in some efforts from all the administrations. And 
that also shows that it’s not something that is being done easily, because everybody needs to pull 
together. And, and working together with the Lejerbro, but also the other housing companies in 
these areas is crucial for the city to move forward. So, so a lot of good work is being done in where 
they look at the area in general and, and sort of the work that is being done from the municipality, 
the housing organization and then the people living there. So yeah… that…. that’s good. But 
progression is of course also long in these issues.  
A1: Okay. Then thank you very much for the time. It was very helpful for our project. And yeah… I 
hope we will do it best (laughing).  
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10.5 Questionaire 
 
Integration in Mjølnerparken  
to our survey. We are working on our project at the institute of Geography at Roskilde 
University and we are making a survey about integration issues around Mjølnerparken. The 
results of this survey will be analyzed in our project. It would help us a lot, if you would take 
a little time to answer this questionaire. As a matter of course your data will be treated 
totally anonymous. If there is any question you do not want to answer, just leave it blank. 
Thank you.  
1. Were you born in Denmark? (If “Yes” continue with question 3) 
 
Yes   No 
2. How many years have you lived in Denmark? 
 
 
3. Were your parents born in Denmark? 
 
     Yes   No   Only one of them 
 
4. Do you speak Danish? 
 
No   Yes, fluently  Only basic communication  Few words 
 
5. What does integration mean to you? Please make some notes. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
6. Do you feel like you are integrated in the Danish society? 
 
Department of Environmental, Social and Spatial Change 
Institute of Geography 
Project of Janine Hellwig and Thaddeus Tan 
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Yes, 100%       Mainly yes       More or less        Only little                  No 
7. How much do you like to live in Mjølnerparken? 
 
Very much          Not at all 
8. Why did you move to Mjølnerparken? You may choose more than one answer. 
 
I live with my parents and they moved here I like the neighborhood 
  Cheap rents                        Lot of family and/or friends live here  
Couldn’t find another place              Other reason: ____________________________ 
9. What do you like and dislike about Mjølnerparken? Please make some notes. 
 
Like:               Dislike: 
 
 
 
 
  
10. In general, do you think that you are less integrated because you live in Mjølnerparken? 
 
       Yes    No   
Please feel free to explain on the back side of this questionaire.  
                  Male                Female               Else 
 
 
12. How old are you? 
 
 
<18 years  18 - <30 years  30 - <50 years  >50 years 
 
13. What is your religion?       
   Protestant   Catholic     Muslim           Jew            Buddhist            Hindi 
  No religion            Other: ___________________________ 
__________________________ 
15. Are you a Danish citizen? 
 
       Yes    No     In process 
16. Are you employed? 
 
11. Please mark you gender. 
14. Which country does your family originally come from? 
Segregation and Integration in Mjølnerparken 
 
69 
 
   Full-time    Part-time           Scholar             Student  Pensioner On  
maternity/paternity leave             In Retraining         Other: ___________     No 
